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THE THIRD EDITION. 


N the present Edition the following alterations occur: 

Essay I. has been rewritten, chiefly in reference 
to the Authorship of the Eudemian Ethics, and of 
Books V. VI. VII. of the Nicomachean Treatise. 

Essay II. has received additions and modifications, 
especially in reference to Grote’s paradox—that the 
Sophists were not sophistical. 

The account of Plato’s Ethical system in Essay III. 
has been somewhat expanded. 

The beginning and the latter part of Essay IV. have 
been slightly changed. 

Several additions have been made to Essay V. 

The Author's theory of the Semitic origin of Stoic- 
ism has been more fully drawn out in-Essay VI. 

Essay VIT. has been rewritten, and some reference 


made in it to contemporaneous speculations in Ethics. 


vi PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION, 


Appendix B has been written anew, in answer to 
the monograph of Dr. Bernays on ‘The Dialogues of 
Aristotle.’ 

The Notes to the Nicomachean Ethics have been 
completely revised. 

The Second Edition of this work was under con- 
siderable obligation to ΦΟῊΝ Purves, Esq., Fellow of 
Balliol College, Oxford, who, in the Author's absence, 
carried it through the press, introduced some minor 
improvements into the Notes, and added Indexes II. 
and II. 

It may be mentioned here that the Index Verborum 
to the Nicomachean Ethics given in Vol. I. is the 
work of Joun ΚΈΒΙΕΒ (author of the Christian Year), 
having been made by him for Cardwell’s Edition (Ox- 
ford, 1828). 


Eninovrett : 
November 16, 1874. 
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genuineness of some of the smaller treatises or of particular 
portions of works otherwise acknowledged to be genuine ; 
fourthly, that a general consensus ratifies, and nothing 
seriously impugns, the belief, that in the leading portions of 
the great treatises which make up ‘ our edition’ of Aristotle 
we possess the thought of the philosopher pretty nearly in 
the form under which it came from his own mind and was 
given originally either to his own disciples or to the world. 
The several ethical treatises which we find included 
among ‘the works of Aristotle’ exemplify in a remarkable 
way the above-stated conclusions, and an examination of 
them, with the assistance of all available clues whether 
internal or external, serves to throw an interesting light 
upon the philosophical history of the Peripatetic School. 
But, in order to the due conducting of such an examination, 
it will be necessary beforehand to briefly sum up and set 
forth the results of such parts of the controversy upon the 
writings of Aristotle in general as bear upon the special 
questions, with reference to the ethical treatises, which we 


shall find before us. 


With regard to the personal life of Aristotle, it is enough 
for present purposes to observe that we know with tolerable 
certainty two points,—namely, that Aristotle died Ol. 114. 3 
(3.0. 322), being about 63 years old, and that for 13 years 
previous to that date he had held a school in the Lyceum at 
Athens.' Holding to these points we may for the present 
leave in abeyance the various questions which have been 


4 See an extract from the Chrono- 
logy (Χρονικὰ) of Apollodorus, given 
by Diogenes Laertius (v.i,9). This 

has boon generally con- 
sidered » trustworthy authority, but 
of late doubt has been thrown upon 
hie statements regarding Aristotle by 


Valentine Rose, who treats all the 
dates given by him, except those 
above mentioned, as the mythical 
filling in of what was really blank. 
(F, Rose de Aristotelis librorum ordine 
εἰ auetoritate, Berlin, 1854.) 
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parts of these works with each other. And another argu~ 
ment for the same hypothesis is to be found in the un- 
finished character of so much that bears the name of 
Aristotle. 

If we could fancy that Thucydides, instead of writing the 
history of the Peloponnesian War alone, had undertaken to 
narrate a dozen different periods in a dozen totally separate 
works, and had left these at his death almost all unpublished 
and in different stages of completion, but all indicating by 
their several openings the grasp which their writer had at- 
tained over each of the periods to be treated, we should 
conceive of such a result in history as would have been 
analogous to the actual result in philosophy exhibited by the 
works of Aristotle. We see here vastness of conception, 
organic distribution of human knowledge into its various 
departments, the ground plan laid for the complete exposi- 
tion of each of these several departments, and then the 
indications of premature arrest stamped upon many of these 
great designs, But in one point our imagined parallel would 
fail. For Aristotle must not be represented as a man of 
letters, composing books within his own study; rather we 
must picture him as a teacher, all whose multifarious 
activity, all whose enquiries and conclusions, original and 
tentative as they often were, all whose summings up of the 
results of knowledge and thought, were in relation with the 
daily life of a school engaged in prosecuting under their 
master’s guidance the same lines of philosophical speculation. 
To remember that Aristotle, during his great period of pro- 
ductiveness, was not only writing but teaching, and that his 
school was probably meant to be associated, and actually to 
some extent took part, in the composition of his works, will 
be an important element towards estimating the character 
of his remains. We shall return to this consideration, but 
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a certain learned rhetorician. Trebatius, however, is re- 
pelled by the obscurity of the writing, and the rhetorician, 
when consulted, confesses his total ignorance of Aristotle, 
Cicero thinks this no wonder, since even the philosophers know 
hardly anything about him, though they ‘ought to have been 
attracted by the incredible flow and sweetness of the diction.” 
He then proceeds to give Trebatius a summary of a few pages 
out of the 7opics of Aristotle, which he had apparently read 
up for the occasion. Cicero’s remark about the ‘sweetness’ 
of Aristotle’s diction entirely refers to the rhetorical Dialogues 
which existed in considerable numbers under the name of 
Aristotle, and which Cicero often quotes. Whether all or 
any of these were genuine, may be a question; but at all 
events they bore no relation whatever to the real philosophy 
of Aristotle. Cicero referred to by name, and probably 
possessed, the Nicomachean Ethics;—he doubted whether 
they were by the father or the son; but he misquotes them, 
and has only superficially studied them, for he praises them 
as making happiness independent of good fortune. When a 
man, accomplished in Greek literature, and to a certain 
extent in philosophy, as Cicero was, could write in this way, 
it becomes evident that the Aristotelian writings, on being 
brought to light, had to win their own way afresh in an un- 
appreciative world. 

The testimony which Plutarch gives as to the earnestness 
with which Andronicus had laboured in obtaining a correct 
text of Aristotle, dates at about the end of the first century 
of our era, perhaps 150 years after the recension was actually 
made. Then Porphyry, nearly 200 years later than Plutarch, 
records the method which Andronicus had adopted in his 
editorial work, and professes to imitate that method. Bée- 
thius, born 470 a.p., speaks of Andronicus as ‘exactum 
diligentemque Aristotelis librorum et judicem et repertorem.’ 
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consists of about 40 works, and these are not only fewer in 
number than, but also apparently different in kind from, the 
works specified in the catalogue. We only know Aristotle 
as the author of systematic treatises (πρωγματείων) on the 
great branches of philosophy—logie, physics, metaphysics, 
politics, ethics, naturul history, ce. These are massed to- 
gether in continuous systems, just as we are told by Porphyry 
they came forth from the editorial hand of Andronicus, But 
the ‘ Aristotle of the Catalogue’ appears as the author of a 
great number of smaller works discussing special questions, 
rather than as the composer of great philosophical systems. 
Again, a large number of the works in the catalogue are 
evidently quite different in form from the writings which 
we are accustomed to attribute to Aristotle. For instance, 
such names as ‘Nerinthus;’ ‘Gryllus, or on Rhetoric ;’ 
*Sophist;’ * Menexenus;’ ‘Symposium;’ ‘The Lover ;’ 
* Alexander, or on Colonies, οι, remind us at onee of the 
dialogues of Plato, and we see that here are enumerated 
some of those half-rhetorical writings, which—whether they 
were forgeries, or were really the crude philosophic essays of 
Aristotle written in popular and dialogie form—were cer- 
tainly read and admired under the name of Aristotle by some 
not very discriminating generations of antiquity. 

When we ask, what is the origin and authority of the 
catalogue of Diogenes? it seems not unwarrantable to 
believe, with Grote, that this catalogue contains the titles 
of the books existing under the name of Aristotle in the 
Alexandrian Library during the third century 2.c.; that it 
was originally made by Callimachus, the chief librarian at 
Alexandria, or by his pupil Hermippus, between the years 
240-210 8,0. ; that it found its way into some biography of 
Aristotle, and was thence mechanically copied by Diogenes, 
in ignorance or disregard of the edition of Andronicus. If 
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be transposed. It was rather the apathy of the Peripatetics 
which caused the great works of Aristotle to be forgotten, . 
than that the loss of those works caused the paralysis of the 
school. It must be remembered that for 35 years after the 
death of Aristotle all his works are acknowledged to have 
been accessible to his pupils, many of whom, such as Theo- 
phrastus, Eudemus, Phanias, and Straton, were engaged 
partly in editing some of them (as for instance the Meta- 
physics), partly in making these works the basis for fresh 
treatises of their own. In this considerable period, added to 
the 13 years of Aristotle’s own oral teaching, surely, if there 
had been any vitality in the school, it would have so grasped 
the leading and organic ideas of the Aristotelian system as 
to render it impossible that they should fall into oblivion. 
The school had, at all events nominally, a continuous life, 
Andronicus himself reckoning as the eleventh scholarch 
from Aristotle, and it ought to have had a continuous 
tradition. Can we fancy them, even after the loss of their 
school-library, forgetting the syllogism, and the categories, 
and the principles of logical division, and the four causes, 
and the distinction of the potential from the actual—and 
relapsing into mere smooth moral platitudes, so as to be 
contrasted, as they were by Cicero, with the logical severity 
of the Stoics—unléss they had dwindled down and degene- 
rated through the utter want of personal ability among 
themselves, so as really to have no pretence to be Aristo- 
telians except in name? 

Had the earlier Peripatetics sufficiently cared for and 
cherished the great works of Aristotle, they would doubtless 
have multiplied and retained copies of these among them- 
selves. But the Peripatetics showed from the very outset a 
tendency to abandon what was deepest, most systematic, and 
most: philosophical in the thonght of Aristotle, and to go off 
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accordance with the narrative of Strabo (which we may 
accept as distinguished from the deduction which he endea- 
youred to draw from it), it may be believed that the pur- 
chase made by Apellicon in Asia Minor was indeed the 
means of bringing back to the world unique copies of, at all 
events, several of the great works of Aristotle. The cata~ 
logue of Diogenes seems to bear out this view; it indicates 
the tendencies followed by the Peripatetic School after the 
death of their master. We need not go so far as to say, 
with Valentine Rose, that all the works enumerated in this 
catalogue and all the so-called ‘lost works’ of Aristotle 
were forgeries. Many of them were probably monographs 
executed during his lifetime by his disciples; others may 
even have been earlier and more popular philosophical 
essays by himself; still more probable is it that a large 
proportion were small works, either epitomizing separate 
parts of his system, or stating separate ideas belonging to 
his system in rhetorical and sometimes in dialogic form, 
which were composed after his death, and which in good 
faith, or at all events in unconsciousness of fraud, were 
inscribed with the name of Aristotle by his well-meaning 
followers. It seems to be indicated by the catalogue that 
such as these were the kind of writings which the Peripa- 
tetic School, before Aristotle had been dead for 40 years, 
had come almost exclusively to care for. Thus copies of 
them were multiplied and became available for the Alexan- 
drian Library; and as they were a class of literature com- 
paratively easy of imitation, a considerable crop of pure 
forgeries may very likely have grown up and have gone to 
swell their number. Hence Aristotle’s reputation with the 
ancients as a most voluminous writer,—the author of 400 
books! And if these suppositions be well-grounded, we see 
how nearly, in the case of Aristotle, the favourite dictum of 


____ ee σ  δὄδαι. 


16. “ESSAY 1. 


ease. Plenty of the so-called ‘Dialogues of Aristotle’ ex- 
isted in the time of Andronicus and long after him. Cicero, 
the friend of Tyrannion, speaks of them with enthusiasm and 
quotes them. And yet Andronicus, when endeavouring to 
form a complete edition of the works of Aristotle, appears 
sternly to have excluded them all. If it was the fact 
that he did so, his motive for doing so. must have been 
one of two things: either his critical judgment led him 
to set down these writings as forgeries, or else, his 
philosophic taste condemned such merely rhetorical pro- 
ductions, even if by Aristotle himself, as unsuitable to 
form part of an edition which was to comprise only syste- 
matic treatises. However this may have been, it seems 
credible that the edition of Andronicus had a great deal to 
do with the preservation of all the works that were included 
in it, and with the loss of all those that were not so included. 
Perhaps copies of the entire recension of Andronicus, stamped 
with his authority, were placed not only in the libraries of 
the Peripatetic schools, but also in great public libraries and 
in the private collections of rich men. A cohesive perma- 
nence would thus be given to this edition as a whole, it would 
come to be identified with Aristotle, while the outlying and 
seattered copies of the dialogues and other smaller works 
inseribed with his name, would be left exposed to diverse and 
uncertain fate, without sufficient prestige and guarantee to 
keep them in existence. 

Even if the hypothesis be admitted as probable that 
unique copies of the great treatises of Aristotle, found in 
the library of Apellicon, formed the basis of the edition of 
Andronicus, still it does not follow that Andronicus was 
confined to the use of the MSS. which had belonged to 
Theophrastus and which had been for so long shut up at 
Scepsis. To admit this might lead to the inference that 
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‘nothing appears in ‘our edition’ of Aristotle, which was not 
written within 35 years at most after the date of Aristotle’s 
death. Internal considerations are, however, too much op- 
posed to such a view. And it must be remembered that 
among the contents of the library of Apellicon the * book- 
collector’ there were not only the Theophrastean MSS., but 
also, doubtless, a mass of other Peripatetic and miscellaneous 
writings, got together from various sources. Such of these as 
were rhetorical, or not in strictly expository form, Andronicus 
seems to have rejected. But there is reason to believe that 
he admitted and incorporated with the genuine works others 
which, though composed long after the death of Aristotle, 
were yet written in close approximation to his philosophical 
style and manner. We have, of course, no means of knowing 
whether Andronicus, by including in his edition such works 
as that On the Universe and the Great Ethics, meant to 
stamp them, under the guarantee of his own critical autho- 
rity, as genuine writings of Aristotle,—or whether he admitted 
these and many other books and portions of books merely as 
containing Aristotelian thought and as suitable complements 
of a system which in its exposition had been left incomplete. 
If we take up the former supposition, we have then to make 
allowance for a considerable element of conjectural criticism 
in the procedure of Andronicus, and we must admit that his 
authority on such questions is not decisive. But the latter 
seems the most credible of the two alternatives. We know 
from Porphyry that Andronicus dealt somewhat freely with 
the Aristotelian writings, re-arranging them and bringing 
together under their proper heads discussions which before 
existed separately. In several of the important treatises 
probably no such treatment as this was required. But still 
we must be prepared to find traces of the editorial hand 
‘almost everywhere, For instance, it is a question how far 
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the references from one part of the works to another which 
appear ever and anon, are to be attributed to the editorship of 
Andronicus, and to his desire to give solidarity to the system 
asa whole. And at all events, such works as the Problems 
seem to exhibit decisively signs of having been put together 
editorially out of partly Aristotelian and partly un-Aristo- 
telian materials. In short, it appears most probable that 
Andronicus in his edition aimed at giving the system of 
Aristotle set forth in a clear recension of the genuine syste- 
matie writings of Aristotle himself, slightly re-arranged and 
perhaps interpolated with references, but also complemented 
with some of the more valuable remains of the earlier Peri- 
patetic School. - 

From these more general considerations we now turn to 
the ethical treatises which are found placed among the 
* Works of Aristotle.’ These are 4 in number: the Nicoma- 
chean Ethics, the Hudemian Ethics, the Great Ethics, and 
the treatise On Virtues and Vices. It may perhaps be 
most convenient to state at once the literary conelusions 
which have been arrived at with regard to these several 
works, and afterwards to show the grounds for them. The 
conclusions then are, first, that the Nicomachean Ethics are, 
as a whole, the genuine and original work of Aristotle him- 
self, though some special parts of them are open to doubt, 
Second, that the Ludemian Ethics are the work of Eude- 
mus, the pupil of Aristotle, written either during his master’s 
lifetime or shortly after his death; that they are based 
entirely on the Nicomachean Ethics, being a re-writing of 
the system contained in the former treatise with some modi- 
fications and additions. Third, that the Great Ethics are 
the compilation of some considerably later Peripatetic, who 
had before him the Ethics both of Aristotle and of Eudemus, 
and who gives a sort of abstract of the results of both, but 
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so thoroughly imbued with the peculiar mannerisms of their 
master that it would be hazardous to pronounee upon 
grounds of style alone whether any particular paragraph or 
section of all that appears in our edition of Aristotle came 
from his pen or not. But in comparing the three Ethical 
treatises with each other, we consider the organic structure 
of each work as a whole; we see the radical difference 
between them in structure and aims, and then there comes 
to light a number of minor characteristics attaching to each, 
and reasonably to be connected with what we are led to con- 
ceive must have been the original charaeter of each, of the 
three works in question. 

The Nicomachean Ethics naturally take their place 
beside the great philosophical treatises of Aristotle. This 
work at its outset shows the true Aristotelian note in the 
shape of a proem. The Peripatetic writers in composing 
their monographs, or their compilations from Aristotle with 
a foregone conclusion, were accustomed to plunge at once im 
medias res, without preface, and without any general state- 
ment of what it was which they were about to discuss, and 
without any gradual leading up to their subject. But with 
Aristotle it was different ; we see in him a tendency, more 
or less carried out in all his undoubted writings, to com- 
mence each exposition of a fresh branch of philosophy with 
the announcement of some pregnant universal principle, 
appropriate to the speculations which are to follow, and con- 
taining the germ of many of them within itself, See, for 
instance, the first sentence of the Metaphysics, * All men in- 
stinctively desire knowledge ;’ or of the Later Analytics, 
* All teaching and learning by way of inference proceed from 
pre-existent knowledge.’ The same manner appears in the 
pregnant opening of the Nicomachean Ethics: ‘ Every art 
and science, each action and purpose, seems to haye some 


a 


Ὶ ESSAY 1. 
‘The Eudemian Ethics commence, without any scientific 
preface, but rather inthe form of a literary essay, with the 
sentence: ‘In the temple of the God at Delos, some one, 
to show his own opinion respecting the good, the beautiful, 
and the sweet,—that these are not predicates of the same 
subject,—has inscribed the following verses on the vestibule 
: of the shrine of Latona : 

‘ Beautiful ‘tis to be just ; and best of all things to be healthy ; 

* Yes, but the sweetest for man is to obtain his desires. 


* But we cannot agree with this person; for Happinessis not 
only the most beautiful and the best, but also the sweetest of 
all things.’ The Endemian writer then goes on to say, 
‘Some questions are practical, others are merely speculative.” 
The latter must be reserved for their own proper occasion. 
This is the essential principle of our method. The great 
question for us at present is, In what Good Living consists, 
and how it isto be obtained, whether by nature, learning, 
or chance?’ Very evidently in this exordium there is the 
beginning, not of any original philosophical investigation, 
but of the exposition of foregone conclusions derived from 
the Ethics of Aristotle. The idea of Happiness, as the chief 
good for man, and as the leading topic for ethical enquiry, 
its identification with Good Living, and the predicates to be 
attached to it,—are here simply taken over, as established 
results, from” Aristotle who had worked them all out sepa- 
rately by argument. We recognise the quotation which is 
here put so pompously in the fore-front, as having occurred 
in Eth. Nie, 1. viii. 14. There, however, ‘ the Delian inscrip- 
tion’ is only mentioned in passing as one of the common say~ 
ings with which Aristotle compares his definition of the chief 
good. But here the writer, using the couplet with more 
circumstance, seems pleased to be able to add particulars 
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Books I.-VII. of the Zudemian treatise generally coin- 
ciding with Books I-IX. of the Nicomachean (or as we may 
say, the Aristotelian) treatise, and only the last fragmentary 
Eudemian book showing a decided divergence from its proto~ 
type,—it remains to be seen (leaving aside for the moment the 
three books common to both) what internal variations and 
differences between the two treatises can be pointed out. In 
the first place, then, the point of view is different ; the Eude- 
mian writer is not so much an investigator and discoverer, 
proceeding analytically, as an expositor, synthetically stating 
conclusions previously arrived at. His subject is Happiness,and 
hediscusses this by meansof materials collected from Aristotle’s 
Ethies, but in so doing he deserts the Aristotelian, or scien- 
tific point of view; he does not regard ‘ Happiness? as a 
mere word to be explained by arriving at a conception of the 
τελειότατον τέλος or ultimate final cause of human life,—by 
which alone life can be explained, just as every other exist- 
ence must be explained by its final cause, Nor does he 
remain true to the Aristotelian conception of ἐνέργεια, by 
which Happiness or the ehief good is to be explained as the 
development into actuality of what is potential in man. He 
indeed uses these formule (Hth. Bud. 1. viii. 17-19. m. i. 
2-9.), borrowing them from Aristotle, but the conceptions do 
not influence his work throughout, as they do that of Aris- 
totle. Hence he is not led, like Aristotle, to identify theo- 
retic thought with the highest good for man. 

Tn the second place, the Eudemian writer having separated 
his subject from the metaphysical and logical grounds on 
which it had been based by Aristotle, separates it 8160 from 
that wider view under which it had been placed, as belonging 
to politics, or the science which treats of man not as isolated, 
but as by nature the member of a community. Thus, in 
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conclusion of the fragmentary Book VIII. The writer appears 
dissatisfied with the vagueness of Aristotle's formula for the 
mean ‘according to the right law and as the thoughtful 
man would define.’ He says, ‘this is not explicit enough,’ 
‘we require something definitory (ὅρον) to which to look.’ 
And he announces this in the last sentences which have been 
preserved of his work,‘ Whatever choice and possession of 
the natural goods, whether bodily goods, or riches, or friends, 
or whatever else, best promotes the contemplation of God, 
this is best ; and by no nobler standard can goods be judged. 
But if any choice or possession, either throngh deficiency or 
excess, hinders us from serving and contemplating God, it is 
bad, The same rule holds for the soul, and this is the best 
standard for the soul, that she should as little as possible be 
cognisant of her animal half, in its animality, So far then 
for the standard of perfection, and the object of this world’s 
goods.’ This elevated passage, which brings religion into eon- 
tact with human life, and identifies it with morality, enters 
upon a subject not discussed by Aristotle. 

The words ‘serving God’ (θεραπεύειν τὸν θεὸν) imply a 
-different conception of the Deity from what we are accus- 
tomed to find in Aristotle, and the connection here made 
between moral virtue and theological contemplation is op- 
posed to the broad distinction set up by Aristotle between 
speculation and practical life, and is more like Platonism. 
The writer elsewhere entertains the conception of the per- 
sonality of God more unreservedly than Aristotle. See Eth. 
Bud. yu. x. 23, where it is said that ‘God is content if he 
receives sacrifices aceording to our means.’ 

It may have been one object in re-writing the Ethics of 
Aristotle—to bring them rather more into harmony with 
popular religious views; but another object certainly was 
that the writer might graft on to them additions and im- 
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(τὴν διὰ τῆς ὄψεων ἡδονὴν τῶν καλῶν ἄνευ ἐπιθυμίας ἀφρο- 
δισίων). III. v. deseribes Great-souledness (μεγαλοψυχία) as 
a correct judgment about the great and small in all matters, 
whether of danger, or expense, or what not, so that it im- 
plies all the virtues. This is to the effect that independence 
of character includes all kinds of goodness—a view similar to 
that contained in Emerson’s essay on Self-reliance. Besides 
Great-souledness and its two extremes a fourth character is 
here added,—that of the plain man, who, not having much 
merit, neither underrates nor overrates the merit which he 
has. VIL. vy. § introduces a refinement on Aristotle's doc- 
trine of Friendship. Here it is said that in friendship the 
opposite qualities to one’s own are sometimes loved for the 
sake of the mean. In which case men love the opposite 
per aeccidens, the mean essentially. Book VIII. gives some 
interesting remarks on Good-luck, which it divides into two 
kinds: In the one case the man is unconsciously inspired 
by God, and thus acts on a right intuition; in the other 
case he blunders into success and succeeds against reason. 
Finally, however, chance is eliminated, and all choice of the 
right in us is attributed to God. How, it is asked, can we 
begin to think or resolve? thought or resolution cannot 
furnish the beginning to itself,—this must come from God, 
The whole of this last book is very religious. We have 
seen above how the writer describes his culminating quality 
of καλοκαγαθία,, or human perfection, as the sum of internal 
and external well-being, all tending to the service and con- 
templation of God. 

These are some specimens of the sort of variations from 
and additions to the Ethics of Aristotle, which were intro- 
duced by the Kudemian writer. With regard to his style 
and manner, we notice in the first place a very close ap- 
proximation to the writing of Aristotle, And this is easily 
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? by itself, almost without reference to the rest. But his» 
follower very naturally brings together results that Aristotle 
had left separate. This would have been a considerable. 
merit had the writer possessed the power of creating a clear 
impression, But this he had not, and therefore we cannot 
wonder that this second-hand and touched-up system of 
Aristotelian ethies should never have shown any tendency to 
supersede the original work, 

We have hitherto seen the sort of grounds which there are 
for believing that the Hudemian Lthics were at all events 
not written by Aristotle himself, who, indeed, with all that 
he had upon his hands, was very unlikely to have rewritten 
his own treatise in this way. We shall now see that there is 
a certain amount of external authority, as well as of general 
probability, in favour of the hypothesis that this work was, 
as its name would imply, actually written by Eudemus of 
Rhodes, the chief disciple of Aristotle after Theophrastus. 
Of the particulars of the life of Eudemus little is known, but 
Simplicius!” has preserved an important notice of lim in the 
shape of a passage from the work of Andronicus Rhodius 
{the great editor) on Aristotle and his writings, which con- 
tains a fragment of a letter from Theophrastus to Eudemus, 
in answer to a request for an accurate copy of a MS. of the 
5th Book of Aristotle’s Physics. This MS. was probably τὸν 
quired by Eudemus in course of writing his own book on the 
same subject. Asclepius'! records that Aristotle himself 
had committed his Metaphysics in an incomplete state to 
Eudemus, who was dissatisfied with the form of the work, by 
which its publication was delayed, and it was ultimately 
completed out of the other works of Aristotle by his sur- 
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(or Εὐδήμια) meant ethics addressed to Eudemus, has been 
sometimes followed in later times; thus Casirius, in his 
Bibliotheca Arab. Hist. τ, p, 306, mentions “ ethicorum 
questiones minores Eudemo inscripte ;’ and Samuel Petit 
thought that this Eudemus was probably not the disciple 
of Aristotle, but one of the Archons of Athens. Porphyry’s 
explanation of the name ‘Great Ethics’ as ‘the Ethics 
addressed to Nicomachus the greater,’ that is, to the father 
of Aristotle, as opposed to the ethics inscribed to Nicoma- 
chus the son, was probably a mere conjecture, based on the 
assumption that ὁ Eudemian’ and ὁ Nicomachean’ meant ‘to 
Eudemus’ and ‘to Nicomachus.’ There is however no 
good instance to justify this interpretation of such adjectives, 
And it need hardly be said that there is nothing in the books 
themselves which at all bears out the idea of their having 
been so addressed or inscribed. Such dedication was alien 
from the mode of writing which we find in Aristotle. And 
he would hardly have inscribed to his son a book upon a 
subject of which he says (Eth. Nic. 1, iii. 5) that a young man 
is not a fit student, 

On the other hand, Aspasius (On Eth. Nic. fol. 141, a.) 
speaks of Eudemus as an original writer on ethics. He says, 
* Both Eudemus and Theophrastus tell us that unequal, as 
well as equal, friendships are contracted for the sake of 
either pleasure, utility, or virtue.’ The reference, so far as 
Enudemus is concerned, is, to Eth. Rud. yn. x. 9. And a 
notable Scholium discovered by Brandis in the Vatican (see 
infra note on Eth, vu. iii, 2) conjecturally attributes the 
discussion on Pleasure which follows that on Incontinence to 
Endemus, as differing essentially from the doctrine of Aris- 
totle. These are, it must be confessed, meagre testimonies 
in favour of assigning to Eudemus the Ethics which bear his 
name. But, after all, there is no one else to whom they 
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is a subordinate branch of politics; and we do not find any 
further carrying ont of this idea in subsequent parts of the 
work. 

This writer frequently employs formule which would 
imply a claim to independence of thinking, such as δοκεῖ δέ 
po, ἄς, At other times he speaks as if representing the 
Peripatetic School, as, for instance, 1. xxxv. 26, ἀλλὰ βέλτιον 
ὦ» ἡμεῖς ἀφορίζομεν. But on examination his work presents 
uniformly the appearance of a réswmé of foregone conclu- 
sions drawn from both the Vicomachean and the Fudemian 
Ethics. The writer, however, appears to have had not only 
these two treatises before him, but also some of the ethical 
writings of Theophrastus.'7 At least it seems reasonable to 
suppose that there was some such source for the not unfre- 
quent novelties which occur ever and anon throughout the 
work, and which we shall now specify, together with a few 
other points which strike one as characteristic in reading 
through the Great Ethics. In 1. i,4-8 we find a jejune 
summary of the previous history of moral science; in 
1, i, 10, ii. 7-11, an expanded statement of the import of 
the word τἀγαθόν, which in its arid logical clearness forms a 
sort of scholium upon Aristotle. In 1. iv. 9-11 a restricted 
moral meaning is put upon the term éépyza, as if implying 
self-determination and will (ὁρμή). It is said, that a fire 
will burn if supplied with fuel, but has no power of taking 
fuel for itself; therefore it has no ἐνέργεια, and the same is 
the case with the nutritive part of the soul. From the 
same restrictive point of view it is said, 1. y. 8, that no one 
is praised for being wise or philosophic, in short, that the 
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return or restoration (xatdotacis) was Aristotle's earlier and 
less scientific view. IL. vii. 21 contains a novel illustration: 
Those who do not know nectar think wine the sweetest of 
all things; so also those who have only known sensual plea~ 
sure. II, vii. 23 says that it is jealousy to wish to keep a 
thing all to oneself, therefore we must not argue against 
pleasure on account of its being shared by all. The account 
of good-luck in 1. viii. is.taken from Eudemus, but is less 
theological than his view. The author here distinguishes 
objective from subjective good-luck; making the first an 
unexpected turn in external things, the latter a blind ὁρμὴ 
within the soul to take the course which will turn out best. 
Arguing against what Eudemus had said, he excludes the 
idea of Providential interference from good-luck as being 
beneath the notice of the Deity. In τι. ix. he borrows the 
summing up of the virtues in καλοκαγαθία from Eudemus, 
adding the definition that the καλὸς καὶ ἀγαθὸς is he to 
whom the goods of the world (τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά) are really 
goods and whom they do not corrupt. In m. xv. 3-3 he 
takes (against Eudemus) a positive view of theology, dis- 
missing as beyond solution the question whether God con- 
templates Himself. 

In all this and in the Great Ethics generally we see, with 
some exceptions, a nearer affinity to the point of view of 
Endemus than to that of Aristotle. In detail, that is to 
say in the order and manner of treating the different sub- 
jects, the writer follows the lead of Eudemus, from whom he 
draws most of his conclusions, appearing to use Aristotle 
rather as an authority of appeal and a source from which to 
correct Endemus. At the beginning of Book I. indeed he 
seems about to follow Aristotle, but, afterwards he changes 
and adheres closely to Eudemus. He certainly exercises his 

sown judgment throughout in selecting between these two, 
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general structure and manner of the whole shows that the 
work is a compendium later than the time of Aristotle, to 
which small points of usage, such as ὑπὲρ ἡθικῶν instead of 
περὶ ἠθικιῖ, bear witness; but, so far as the writing goes, it 
need not have been much later than Theophrastus. Spengel, 
however, thinks that the Great Ethics stand on the same 
level of data and manner as the treatise On the Universe, 
which was probably a comparatively late composition. One 
final remark must be made about the Great Ethics, namely, 
that if they were written more than 35 years after the death 
of Aristotle, that is, after the carrying off of the library of 
Theophrastus to Asia Minor, copies both of the Nicomachean 
and the Fudemian treatise must have been still available to 
the Peripatetics, else this dry compilation, based on the two, 
could never have been written.” 

Besides the three treatises on Ethics, we find also among 
the * Works of Aristotle’ a little tract On Virtues and Vices, 
Whether this was included by Andronicus in his edition, and 
if so, why? we cannot tell. It is a pleasing but decidedly 
un-Aristotelian production. In it the names of the chief 
virtues and vices are borrowed from Aristotle’s list (Hth. Nic. 
πὶ, vii.), but they are not explained as mean states and 
excesses; there is nothing said about their formation; they 
are regarded externally, and their chief marks are noted in 
an inductive or observant spirit. ‘The whole traet is in its 
aims and manner a good deal similar to the Characters of 
Theophrastus, and shows the same tendency of the Peri- 
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the daughter of Hermeias, Aristotle married Herpyllis of 
Stageira, by whom was born to him a son—Nicomachus, 
This son is said, when left an orphan, to have been brought 
up by Theophrastus, and while still a youth to have died in 
war. The tradition, however, of the early death of Nico- 
machus, ‘in war, is not consistent with the notice of him 
by Suidas (sub voce), which speaks of him as a philosopher, 
the scholar of Theophrastus, and the author of six books of 
Ethics, and of a commentary on his father’s physical philo- 
sophy, These ‘six books of Ethics’ may in all probability 
be a confused reference to our Vicomachean treatise. In 
Diogenes Laertius also the title of this work seems to have 
caused a confusion with regard to the authorship. See 
Diog. Laert. vi, viii. 2, ‘ Nicomachus, the son of Aristotle, 
says that he (Eudoxus) considered Pleasure to be the chief 
good,’ where the reference is to the mention of Eudoxus, 
Eth, Nic, x, ii, 1. Cicero (De Finibus, v. 5) says, ‘Let us 
hold fast to Aristotle and his son Nicomachus, whose scientific 
treatise on morals is said indeed to have been the work of 
Aristotle, but I do not see why the son should not have been 
ἃ match for the father,"" This passage is very valuable, not 
for the opinion of Cicero, which is worthless, but for the 
evidence which it affords that during or just after the process 
of recension by Andronicus, Cicero had heard the Ethics ‘of 
Nicomachus’ talked of by name, and also attributed to 
Aristotle, This one fact seems sufficient to dispel the notion 
which was apparently started at a far later and less well- 
informed period (see above, page 31) that the Nicomachean 
Ethics were ‘addressed to Nicomachus,’ In this matter we 


"| ‘Qanre toncamus Aristotelem et | is not based on critical examination, 
jus filium Nicomachum; cujus ac- | for he here is referring to the Nivo- 
curate scriptide moribus libridicuntur | machean Ethics for a doctrine not to 
πὶ quidem esse Aristotelis; sed non | be fonnd in thom, so that it is pro- 
video cur’ non potuerit patri similis | bablo ho only know the charactor of 
esse filius,’ This judgment of Cicero's | the work by hearsay, 
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some external mark first two and afterwards three rolls on 

the same subject, and not much differing in size, that led 

to the particular naming of the three treatises, This, how- 
ever, is mere conjecture. We shall now endeayour to see 
What traces of an editorial hand the Nicomachean treatise 
exhibits, 

Leading straight on with this object in view, we arrive 
at the end of Book IV. without Having our suspicions 
aroused, or our attention arrested, by any symptoms of inter- 
polation. All might very fairly be considered to have been 
written consecutively by the same hand. But in the last 
chapter of Book IV, we come to a check. This chapter 
ought to have treated of the two virtuous feelings, Modesty 
and Indignation. But the latter of these is left out, and the 
discussion on the former is unfinished. What is apparently 
an ingenious editorial interpolation of two lines and a half 
serves here to wind up Book IV, and to connect it with 
Books V. and VII. After the statement that Modesty can- 
not be considered, strictly speaking, a virtue, it is here added : 
* Neither is Continence a virtue, but a sort of mixed quality. 
We shall treat of it subsequently ; at present let us speak of 
Justice.’ And then Book V. opens with the sentence: 
* But about Justice and Injustice we must consider with 
what sort of actions they are concerned, and what sort of a 
moan state is Justice, and between what extremes the Just 
is a mean.” 

The three books, V., VI., VIT., which follow are common 
to both the Nicomachean and the Eudemian treatise, and 
their authorship isa question to be diseussed presently; but 
looking at the composition of the three books externally 
there is nothing prima facie to prevent us believing that 
they were written consecutively, though it is true that a piece 
either of mal-arrangement or of unskilful editorship shows 
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to conjecture that Eudemus first set the example of this mode 
of writing, according to which each book or section of a trea- 
tise takes, as it were, a fresh start, and recapitulates in its 
opening sentence the point in the discussion which had been 
arrived at. This looks very like a reminiscence of oral lec- 
tures. Supposing a book to coincide in matter and in length 
with an oral lecture on the same subject, it is easy to suppose 
the lecturer concluding his address for the day by saying: 
ΕἸ have now given you my views on Friendship, the next 
subject. in our course will be Pleasure τ᾿ and then the follow- 
ing day he would quite naturally open his lecture with the 
words, ‘The next subject in our course is Pleasure” And 
it is comprehensible that the disciples of Aristotle, accus- 
tomed to oral endings and beginnings of this kind, should 
have inappropriately applied them to the divisions of literary 
composition. Endemus haying exhibited this practice, Nico- 
machus (or the unknown editor, whoever he was) appears to 
have adopted it with the view of giving unity to the different 
parts of the treatise put together by him, or arranged, or 
revised. 

If these joinings at the ends respectively of Book IV., 
Book VII., and Book IX. be considered to be editorial inter- 
polations, they would appear to indicate that the Nicoma- 
chean Ethics are made up of four separate portions, written 
at different times from each other, and ‘yet having all a 
common scope and a reference to a common ground plan 
previously sketched out for a system of morals in which each 
portion was (more or less roughly) adapted to find its place. 
At one time, indeed, there was a theory—but this has been 
now abandoned—that the work was resolvable into small 
isolated tracts, whose names appear in the Catalogue of 
Diogenes, and which had been amalgamated by an editor into 
the treatise as we now possess it. Such names as the follow~ 
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various forms (probably written for the place which it oceu- 
pies) is introduced, and then the law of Virtue, as a state of 
balance, is exemplified in application to all the separate vir- 
tues, recognised as such by the Greeks. Thus far we see 
Aristotle to have written; if he wrote further his MS. at this 
point was mutilated, and something was lost. Or, he may, 
from some cause, haye put aside his writing at this point, 
while, in the meantime, he took up the working out of his 
ethical system from another starting place, This first por- 
tion (Books I-IV.) remained, at, all events, analytically con- 
secutive, and almost complete in itself—with the exception 
that in four places it postponed certain matters for future 
enquiry ; namely, 1. v. 7 defers the consideration of the phi- 
losophie life in respect of its capacity for producing happi- 
ness; 1, vii. 7 promises a renewed discussion on the question 
within what limits a man’s independent happiness is affected 
by social relationships; τι. vii. 16 indicates that a separate 
disquisition is to be expected on Justice, divided into two 
species; 1. ii, 2 promises an account of the Right Law as 
given by the Intellect. (ὀρθὸν λόγος) and its relation to the 
different virtues. 

The unfinished last few lines of Book IV. are eked out by 
an editorial allusion, and then follow Books V., VI., and 
VIL., of which we may say at once that they were either 
written at a later period, and in a different vein, by Aristotle ; 
or else they were the work of Eudemus, in whose Mthies, 
verbatim, they reappear, 

Leaving this question, for the moment, in abeyance, we 
proceed to the third portion of the Nicomachean Ethics, 
namely, the treatise on Friendship contained in Books VIII 
and IX. The only evidence for this having been composed 
guite separately—that is to say, that Book X., commencing 
with the treatise on Pleasure, was not a consecutive part of 
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be evidently wmte it to form part of his ethical system. The 
wery Gsst words of Book VIIL show this, for he says, ‘After 
this, it woold follow to trest of Friendship, for it is a sort of 
Virtue, or implies virtoe.’ And besides general expressions 
of the author's purpose to confine himself to an ethical point 
of view (see va. i 7, τς. ii. 2), we find two direct references 
te the earlier books of the Ethics (compare τσ, ix. 5 with 
Buh. Nie. τ. viii. 13, and τσ. iv, 2 with mz iv. 5). 

A reference forward to Book X., which occurs in m. ix. 8, 
eannot be with absolute certainty pronounced to be an inter- 
polation. And there is a reference back from x. ix. 1 to 
these books. Book IX. is written in Aristotle's best manner 
and in the same tone as Book X. So, on the whole, it seems 
likely that the awkward joining between Books IX. and X. 
does not indicate a break in the MS., but is merely the re- 
wult of editorial officiousness in dealing with a continuous 
piece, 

If 80, the Nicomachean Ethics are resolved not into four, 
but into three portions—namely, the earlier books, the dis- 
puted middle books, and the three concluding books taken as 
awhole. Book X. rounds off the treatise ; it answers in the 
most decisive way the question started at the commencement 
of Book I., and Aristotle then says (x. ix. 1), that ‘having 
sufficiently treated in outline of Happiness, the Virtues, 
Friendship, and Pleasure, his design might be considered 
to have been completed,’ but that for the realisation of all 
which he has indicated social institutions, both private and 
public, will be required; and he thus ends his Ethics with a 
transition to the Politica, 

That Aristotle, in summing up what he thought might 
be considered a complete ethical system, should have spe- 
cified the leading topics of Books I-IV. and VIIL-X. of 
his treatise, and should have omitted any mention of the 
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to what an extent Justice was externally determined, that is 
to say, was dependent on social and political conceptions. 
He perhaps felt, like Plato, that to treat of Justice was to 
treat of Society. At all events, it is easy to understand that 
he resolved to defer the special consideration of Justice, till 
he could give his mind to it in connection with the more 
purely political part of the investigations before him. For 
he does not separate ethics from politics, but calls ethics 
from the outset. ‘a sort of politics.’ Laying aside, then, his 
disenssion of the Virtues before he had completed it by a 
discussion on Justice, he went on with his ethical system at 
a point where he could see his way beforehand, and proceeded 
to analyse Friendship, and afterwards Pleasure, and the Su- 
preme Good, as identified with Contemplation. When these 
matters were worked ont, he probably still deferred the 
ethical investigation of Justice, and went on, after an in- 
terval, to the composition of his Politics. In the meantime 
he had thrown out, in Book VIII., many thoughts and sug- 
gestions on Justice and Political Constitutions, which were 
afterwards matured in the Politics. 

The Politics of Aristotle have come down to us as quite 
an unfinished work, and the question then arises, Did he ever 
go back to finish his Zthies by supplying the middle part ? 
We may fairly conjecture that he had not only settled in his 
own mind pretty much what this middle part shonld consist 
of, but had also orally imparted this to his school, to whom 
he may even have entrusted to some extent the working out 
of his views. But the question is, Did Aristotle himself ever 
fill up by his own writing the laewna which he had left in 
his Ethies? Some think that this point is settled at once by 
apparent references to Eth. Nie. vy. vi. vii. to be found in 
the Politics and Metaphysics of Aristotle. The passages 
are — 
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the thought in one treatise as compared with that in another 
treatise must always prevail over evidence consisting in a few 
isolated words, which might most naturally have been inter- 
polated. And against this as a canon of Aristotelian criticism 
it is of no use to point to a consensus of MSS. For it must 
be remembered that the works of Aristotle not only shared 
with other ancient writings all the risks of corruption from 
the vagaries of successive copyists, from the Christian era till 
the invention of printing,—but also had in many cases pre- 
viously gone through two distinct processes of editing, first 
by the disciples of Aristotle, soon after his death, and secondly 
by Andronicus of Rhodes about 50 8.06, Appeal to MSS. 
therefore, unless we could get MSS. of the fourth century 
B.0,, can never, in such a question, be final. Applying these 
considerations to the passages before us, we do not hesitate to 
pronounce a belief that the words ‘as has before been said in 
the Ethics’ in Nos. (1) and (2) are, in each case, the inter- 
polated addition of either an editor or a copyist. Looking 
to passage No. (3) we find that it contains no reference to any 
particular part of the Ethics, but only an assertion that, with 
regard to justice, people in general ν᾽ agree to a certain extent 
with those theories which have been formed by philosophers 
upon ethical subjects. 

Passage No. (4) undoubtedly refers either to Bth. Nie. 
Book VI., or else—supposing that book to have been written 
by Eudemus—to some lost book which bore the same rela- 
tion to that book which the Nicomachean Ethics generally 
bear to the Hudemian. The passage refers to a comparison 
between Wisdom, Art, and Science, as having been made ‘in 

™ This passage might bo compared , tical goods.’ Ὀνόματι μὲν οὖν σχέδον 
with Eth, Nic. 1. 4. 2, where it is said ὑπὸ τῶν πλείστων ὁμολογεῖται" τὴν γὰρ 
that ‘refined thinkers and the many | εὐδαιμονίαν καὶ οἱ πολλοὶ καὶ of χαρίεντες 


are both agrecd in giving the name | λέγουσιν. 
of Happiness to the highest of prac- 
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| 
speaking in his own person. But they may, quite possibly, 
| have been the words of Endemus, speaking in the person of 
| the Peripatetic School. The work of that school seems to 
haye been a good deal co-operative, and the results of it to 
have been treated as common property. 
(5) There is yet another passage in the Politics (tv. xi. 
3) which is thought by some to guarantee the Aristotelian 
genuineness of the most disputed part in the Disputed Books, 
—the treatise on Pleasure at the end of Kth. Nic. Book VII. 
Τὸ runs thus:—Ei γὰρ καλῶς ἐν τοῖν ἠθικοῖς εἴρηται τὸ τὸν 
εὐδαίμονα βίον εἶναι τὸν κατ ἀρετὴν ἀνεμπόδιστον, μεσότητα 
δὲ τὴν ἀρετήν, τὸν μέσον ἀνωγκαῖον βίον εἶναι βέλτιστον. This 
place is triumphantly claimed as referring to Eth. Nie. vir. 
xii. 3, and yu, xiii, 2, since in no other part of the Wico- 
machean Ethies does the word ἀνεμπόδιστος occur. It may 
not occur—yet still a further examination of the passage 
above quoted will show that it does not necessarily refer to 
Eth. Nie. Book VII., and does not relieve us from the task of 
trying the whole case by internal evidence, The premiss of 
the argument in the Politics consists in a summary of con- 
clusions drawn from Books I., II., and X. of Hth. Nic. By 
a comparison of the way in which Aristotle elsewhere in the 
Polities uses the results arrived at in his Zthics, we learn 
with what a free hand, and in what a large manner he deals 
with them, often summing up in a word or two, and stating 
in a better way, conclusions which he had before laboriously 
attained. The same has been done here, and by the word 
ἀνεμπόδιστον he sums up all that he had said about Happiness 
being τέλειος, and all the subsidiary discussions about the 
βίος τέλειος, and the necessity for favourable cireumstances, 
because the want of these (Hth. Nic. 1.x. 12) ἐμποδέξει rod- 
Rais ἐνεργείαις. (See also Hih, Nic. 1. viii. 15.) In one 
word he here expresses all this, and says that ‘the Happy 
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ignoring in Books VIII.-X.'of matters discussed in Books 
Y. and VI., to which it wonld have seemed natural to refer. 

We next proceed to note the references backwards made 
in these three books, and an examination of these shows 
that they correspond more closely with places in the earlier 
books of the Eudemian Ethics, than to similar places in 
the earlier books of the Nicomachean treatise (compare Eth. 
Nic.” y. i, 2 with Eth. Bud. mt. v. 1-3; Eth. Nic. v. viii. 3 
with Eth, πιά, 1, viii. 10, and τι. ix. 1; Eth, Nie. vi. i. 1 
with Eth. ud, τι. v. 1; Eth, Nic. v1. i. 4 with Eth, Bud, τὰ, 
iv. 1; Eth. Nic. vi. viii. 1 with Eth, Bud. 1. viii. 18; Eth. 
Nie, vi. xii. 10 with Fth, Bud. u. xi, 4; Eth, Nie. vm. iv. 
2and vit. vii. 1 with Hth. Eud. ται. ii. 6; Eth. Nie. vu. xi. 
1 with Eth. Bud.1.v. 11; Eth. Nic. vi. xi. 2 with ΕἾΔ. 
Eud. τι. iv. 2-4; Eth. Nic, yu. xiv. t with Eth. Bud. τ. v. 
TI). 

We have seen above (page 46) that Aristotle promised 
(2th. Nie, τι. vii. 16) to treat ‘of the two kinds of Justice, 
and in what sense each of these is a mean state,’ and (1m. ii. 
2) to treat ‘ of the Right Law, and its relation to the different 
virtues,’ These, however, are general promises, and are only 
to a certain extent fulfilled in Books V. and VI. Much more 
particular promises are to be found in the Zudemian Ethics. 
See τι, x. 19, where after speaking of the legal distinction 
between voluntary and deliberate acts, the writer says, ἀλλὰ 
περὶ μὲν τούτων ἐροῦμεν ἐν τῇ περὶ τῶν δικαίων ἐπισκέψει, and 
this promise is exactly carried out in Eth, Nic. y. viii. 6-12. 
Again, in Eth, Kud. τι, v. 8 it is said, τί δ᾽ 6 ὀρθὸς λόγον, 
καὶ πρὸς τίνα δεῖ ὅρον ἀποβλέποντας λέγειν τὸ μέσον, ὕστερον 

τ. The words Eth, Nic. are used, | in the Nicomachean treatise, not as 
hore and subsequently, merely for the | giving an opinion that they originally 


take of convenience, to indicate thoso | 80 stood; for, of course, the contrary 
Looks which now stand as v., vi, vi, conclusion is being pointed at. 
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valuable indication of the ambiguity of the term ἀκολασία 
(which has a different meaning in the table of the Virtues and 
in Eth. Nic. vn.), and then 1. ii. 15 promises a more exact 
discussion on the class of pleasures with which Intemperance 
is concerned: ᾿Ακριβέστερον δὲ περὶ τοῦ γένους τῶν ἡδονῶν 
ἔσται διαιρετέον ἐν τοῖς Neyouévors ὕστερον περὶ ἐγκρατείας καὶ 
ἀκρασίας. This is fulfilled in Eth. Nic. vm. iv. Finally, 
there is in Eth. Hud. 1. v. 11 a passage which refers us 
forward to the treatise on Pleasure at the end of Eth. Nie. 
vit, and at the same time sketches out the intermediate 
subjects to be treated of. After diseussing the Three Lives 
(political, philosophical, and voluptuary), the writer says, 
Τούτων δ' ἡ μὲν περὶ τὰ σώματα καὶ τὰς ἀπολαύσει» ἡδονή, 
καὶ τίς καὶ ποία τις γίνεται καὶ διὰ τίνων, οὐκ ἄδηλον, ὥστ᾽ 
οὐ τίνες εἰσι δεῖ ξητεῖν αὐτὰς (ise. bodily pleasures) ἀλλ᾽ εἰ 
συντείνουσί τι πρὸς εὐδαιμονίαν ἢ μή, καὶ πῶς συντείνουσι, καὶ 
πότερον, εἰ δεῖ προσάπτειν τῷ ξῆν καλὰς ἡδονάς τινας, ταύταν 
δεῖ πὶ ιν, ἢ τούτων μὲν ἄλλον τινα τρόπον ἀνάγκη 
κοινωνεῖν, ἕτεραι δ᾽ εἰσὶν ἡδοναὶ δ ἂν εὐλόγων olovras τὸν 
εὐδαίμονα Siw ἡδέων καὶ μὴ μόνον ἀλύπως. Ἀλλὰ περὶ μὲν 
τούτων ὕστερον ἐπισκεπτέον, περὶ δ' ἀρετῆς καὶ φρονήσεως 
πρῶτον θεωρήσωμεν. The question here started is one not 
touched upon in the undoubted Aristotelian books, namely : 
Assuming that there are higher pleasures, and that pleasure 
of the highest kind is identical with Happiness and the chief 
good, is there no place left in a moral system for the lower, 
or bodily, pleasures,—are not these to be admitted as con- 
tributories to Happiness, or are they to be stigmatised as 
absolutely evil? This question is taken up, and to some 
extent answered, in Nth. Nic. vn, xiv. 

The Disputed Books are not afterwards alluded to in the 
Nicomachean Ethics, but their contents are not without 
recognition in subsequent books of the Budemian treatise. 
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ciple of Rhadamanthus,’ v.v. 1; one alone is given without 
name or note, vit. xiii. 5. Even where there is no quotation 
this literary explicitness sometimes exhibits itself, as in 
yu. ii, 7, ‘Neoptolemus in the Philoctetes of Sophocles τ᾿ 
and vi. vii. 6, ‘ The Philoctetes of Theodectes when bitten by 
the snake, or Cercyon in the Alope of Carcinus.” On the 
other hand, in the seven undoubted ethical books of Aristotle 
there are altogether sixteen places where verses are quoted, 
of these twelve are without any indication of authorship or 
souree ; in two places the name of Homer is mentioned ; in 
one the name of Hesiod, and one couplet is given as ‘the 
Delian inscription.’) Taken by itself this would be not 
worth mentioning, but when taken with a number of other 
things which all testify in the same direction, it may be 
allowed consideration among the mass of cumulative evi- 
dence. 

But far more important than this is the agreement of 
philosophical phraseology between the Disputed Books and 
the Eudemian Ethics, of which a striking instance is to be 
found in the use of the word ὅρος, to express a ‘standard, 
ὁ definition,’ or‘ differentiating mark. This formula does not 
once occur in the undoubted ethical books of Aristotle, but 
apparently some time after he had written these he began 
to write his Politics, and in the meantime he had found out 
its convenience for the discussions which he had in hand; 
so, accordingly, in the Politics ὅρος, in this logical sense, 
very frequently occurs.” 

The Zudemian Ethics were clearly written subsequently 
to the Politics of Aristotle, and the writer of them takes up 


% Soo Pol. m1. vi. 9: ᾿Αλλὰ βελτίων | ἀριστοκρατίας μὲν γὰρ ὅρον ἀρετή, 
ὅρος τὸ σωφρόνω: καὶ ἐλευθέρως, τι, vii. | ὀλιγαρχίαν δὲ πλοῦτος, δήμου 8 ἐλεο- 
16: tows οὖν ἄριστο: ὅρος τὸ μὴ | Oepla, And so on in about sixteon 
λυσιτελεῖν τοῖς «ρείττοσι, tv, vill. 7: | similar places. 
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of notice how strikingly similar some of the phrases used in 
these Books are to the passage above quoted from the Zu- 
demian Ethics, See Eth, Nic, vu. iii. 9: ἀνάγκη τὸ συμπεραν- 
θὲν ἔνθα μὲν φάναι τὴν ψυχήν, ἐν δὲ ταῖς ποιητικαῖς πράττειν 
εὐθύν (where ποιητικαῖν is used in the same peculiar way as 
above) ; Vil. viii. 4: ἡ γὰρ ἀρετὴ καὶ ἡ μοχθηρία τὴν ἀρχὴν ἡ 
μὲν φθείρει, ἡ δὲ σώζει, ἐν δὲ ταῖς πράξεσι τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα ἀρχή, 
ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς μαθηματικοῖς αἱ ὑποθέσει». 

There is another minor formula in the use of which the 
Disputed Books show an agreement with the Eudemian 
Ethics, but not with the Nicomachean Ethics in which it 
does not appear; namely, the formula τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά. 
This occurs, as before quoted, in the winding up of the last 
remaining part of the Kudemian work, τίν 6 σκοπὸν τῶν 
ἁπλῶς ἀγαθῶν. ἔστω εἰρημένον. It is introduced in Eth, Nie. 
γ᾿ i. 9, where the ‘goods of fortune’ are specified, ‘ which 
are always goods absolutely, but not always so™ to the in- 
dividual” In v. y. 18 τὸ ἁπλῶν ὠφέλιμον is mentioned. In 
vy. vi. 6 the just ruler, οὐ νέμει πλέον τοῦ ἁπλῶν ἀγαθοῦ αὑτᾷ. 
Τὴ v. ix. 17 Justice is said to exist among those oly μέτεστι 
τῶν ἁπλῶν» ἀγαθῶν. In vit. vi. 1, τὰ ἁπλῶς ἡδέα are men- 
tioned (cf. Eth. Hud, vu. iii. 1, above quoted), and in 
γ᾿ i. 10, Vil. xiii. 1, we find a mention of τὰ ἁπλῶς κακά. 
It is observable that even in the Politics of Aristotle this 
formula does not appear to exist. 

That the Disputed Books contain a later development 
of several points in ethical and psychological philosophy than 
can be found in other parts of the Nicomachean Ethics, 


® It is added that ‘men pray for | This isin the same style with Ets, 
‘these and scek after them, but they | Hud. wi. xii, 17: τὸ Cre καὶ εὖ- 
should not; they should pray that the | χέσθαι πολλοὺν φίλους. But to say 
absolute goods may be goods to them | what men ‘ought to pray for’ is not 
individually, and that they should | after the manner of Aristotle, 
choose what is good for themselyes.’ 
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scence. But the hypothesis is untenable, for though we ean 
understand Book VII. asa whole being for some reason or 
with it a superfluous disquisition, *' it is impossible to believe 
that any of Aristotle’s editors would have brought into his 
ethical work this superfluous disquisition out of the writings 
of a diseiple—by itself, to confuse and spoil the rest. 

Some have entertained the view that this treatise on 
Pleasure may have been an earlier essay by Aristotle himself, 
found among his MSS., and introduced, in order to preserve 
it, into its present place. But close examination of the 
treatise shows that it is not earlier, but later, than the treatise 
on the same subject in Book X., on which it is based in the 
same way as other parts of the Hudemian Ethics are 
based on Aristotle’s writing. It chiefly follows Book X., but 
also to some slight extent it tries to improve upon the eon- 
clusions of Aristotle. 

Fritzsche, the learned editor of the Eudemian Ethics, 
while conceding that VI. and VIL. of the Disputed Books 
were the work of Eudemus, maintains that Book V. is the 
writing of Aristotle, with the exception of the last chapter, 
which he considers to be a fragment from a corresponding 
book on Justice by Eudemus, now lost. This theory would 
imply a system of mutual accommodation,—it would imply 
that the Fudemian Ethics had lost a book on Justice, which 
was supplied out of the Nicomacheans, and that the latter 
treatise had lost, or wanted, a book on the Intellect in rela- 


"It is, howeyer, surprising that | the Book bodily, he marred the sym- 
the editor, whoover he was, in trans- 
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in the Fudemian Ethics, even the beginning of Book VIII. 
is wanting, and the passage referred to may very well have 
existed there. If Book VIII. was originally of the same 
length as the other Ludemian books, a considerable number 
of chapters at its commencement must have dropped out, and 
it seems extremely probable that some of these were devoted 
to the consideration of a Virtue which was the result of all 
the other Virtues, and which the writer called καλοκαγαθία. 
Fritzsche’s third argument is derived from Book V. itself 
(ii. 11) where there occurs a promise of a subsequent disous- 
sion on the question whether the moral education of the 
individual belongs to Politics or not (περὶ δὲ τῆ» καθ᾽ ἕκαστον 
παιδείας, καθ᾽ ἣν ἁπλῶν» ἀνὴρ ἀγαθός ἐστι, πότερον τῆς πολι- ἡ 
τικῆς ἐστὶν ἢ ἑτέρας, ὕστερον διοριστέον" οὐ γὰρ ἴσως ταὐτὸν 
ἀνδρί τ᾽ ἀγαθῷ εἶναι καὶ πολίτῃ παντί). This, says Fritzsche, 
is fulfilled in 2th. Nic. x. ix. 9, sqq. and Pol. m. iy. and m1. 
xviii, which proves that the above passage was written by 
Aristotle and not by Eudemus. When, however, we examine 
the places referred to we do not find that they answer to the 
promise given, and so far from establishing that the passage 
in question was written by Aristotle, they induce a contrary 
conclusion. In Hth, Nic. x. ix. 9, sqq. Aristotle lays it 
down as strongly as possible that all education must be dic- 
tated by the state; he admits that there must be a special 
treatment of individuals, in education as in medicine, but in 
each case he considers that the special treatment is only the 
skilful application of general laws belonging to the general 
science, whether of Medicine or of Politics. There is not a 
word about the moral education of the individual standing 
apart from Politics and belonging to some separate science. 


™ As for instance, Eth. Bud. ut. 3, | διεγγάψαμεν δὲ πρότερον πῶς τὴν 
refers back to something lost from the | ἀκολασίαν ὀνομάζοντες μεταφέρομεν. 
preliminary catalogue of the Virtues : 
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physics, and the Poetics ; and was engaged in carrying 
on the most multifarious researches in natural history and 
other sciences of observation; and had promised works* On 
the Physiology of Plants, and On Disease and Health, so 
far as belongs to Physical Philosophy, which had never 
been executed, he set himself to re-write his own work 
on Morals, serving up his old materials again in a sort 
of paraphrase. One peculiarity of this would be that 
Aristotle, if he did this thing, made the statement of his 
ethical system so much worse, instead of better, than it 
was originally. In the Politics he frequently re-states con- 
clusions arrived at in the Vicomachean Ethics; whenever 
he does so we are struck by the breadth, the freedom, and 
the firmness of his handling. But in the Ludemian treatise 
the opposite qualities are discernible; the writer of this 
treatise, even when stating Aristotle’s conclusions without 
variation, seems to cloud them over, so that we require to 
go back to Aristotle to get a clear impression, And when 
he treats, as in the Disputed Books, of subjects otherwise 
unexpounded, we do not feel that we know exactly what the 
views of Aristotle on these subjects really were. This argu- 
ment against the Ludemian Ethics having been written by 
Aristotle, based on their obvious inferiority in point of 
execution, is not answered, as some appear to think, by 
pointing to the Laws of Plato, which are now accepted as a 
genuine re-writing of the Republic, though far inferior to 
that. work in dramatic force, and in philosophic power. The 
cases are not parallel ; for the Laws are considered to have 
been a senile production, written when Plato was between 
80 and 90 years of age, whereas Aristotle did not live to be 


™ Sco Do Senew, tv. 14. De Gen, | τῇ θεωρίᾳ τῇ περὶ τῶν φυτῶν, is pro- 
An. τ. ii, 1. De Long, Vit. i. 4, vi 8. | bably ἃ mis-reading for εἰρήσεται. 
In Hist, An. ¥. i. 4. ὥσπερ εἴρηται ἐν 
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What is wanting in this treatise is supplied from other works 
on the same subject written by members of the Peripatetic 
School. These works claim, with slight variations, to express 
‘the ideas of Aristotle himself, and for this reason probably 
they were included among the writings of Aristotle. With- 
out considering these works to be entitled, on the ground of 
genuineness, to the position which they thus hold, we may be 
glad that they have been preserved. On the one hand they 
furnish a general conception of Aristotle’s views on several 
particular points; on the other hand they testify to a 
system of co-operation among the Peripatetic scholars, which 
Aristotle probably encouraged during his lifetime, and which 


the school continued to practise after his death.™ 


™ In justification of some of tho 
opinions and conjectures put forward 
in the foregoing Essay, we will subjoin 
hare πὶ few particulars as to the order 
and sequence of some of Aristotle's 
extant writings, so far as can be doter- 
mined from internal evidence, This 
internal evidence does not consist 
merely in references from one book to 
another (for these are not always re- 
lisble—in some casos they are almost 
certainly interpolated), but still moro 
in comparison of tho thought in dif- 
ferent books and the yarious degrees 
of maturity exhibited by the same 
concoption occurring in different books, 
For instance, in the first ehapter of 
the Prior Analytics, the Topics aro 
referred to; therefore, either the 7o- 
pics were written first, or else this 
referonce is spurious, But—the doc- 
trine of the syllogism is worked out 
with far more precision in the Analy- 
ties than in the Topica, therefore the 
former hypothesis must be accepted. 
A similar combination of verbal and 
roal internal evidence is ased by Mr. 
Posto (in Aristotle on Fallacies, or the 


Sophistici Elenchi, with a Translation 
and Notes, London, 1866, p. 204, κα.) 
to show that the Zopies, with the ex- 
ception of the eighth book, were first 
written of all the extant works of 


1. and IL; and then the Sophistical Re- 
Sutations—After this Aristotle ap- 
pears to have gone on to write his 
Ethies (which later obtained the name 
of Nicomachean); and then the Pvli- 
ties ; and next the trontise On Poetry ; 
from which he wont back to add on 
the third book to his Phetoric. Now, 
this sequence, if it bo accepted, greatly 
strongthons the hypothesis which was 
submitted above (pp. 49-50), that 
Aristotle whon he came in the course 
of his Ethies to the consideration of 
Tustice, deferred this till a more con- 
venient season, We can now soo how 
ho did what was similar on other 
occasions ;—how, for somo reason or 
other, he left the eighth book of the 
Topics unwritten till he had finished 
the Analytics; how he went on to 
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compose his Rhetoric before writing 
the Sophistical Refutations, which 
properly belong to the Zbpics; how 
he deferred writing the third book of 
his Rhetoric (on Style), and went on 
to his Ethics; how from the Ethics 
he proceeded to the Politics, but broke 
off writing them in the middle of his 
treatise on Education, in order to 
write 8 treatise on Poetry, which was 
8 cognate subject ; how the treatise 
on Poetry was left a mere fragment, 
while Aristotle went back to write his 
book on Style for the completion of 
his Rhetoric. All this shows a certain 
mode of procedure in writing. There 


is no reason to believe that the Pols- 
tics or the Art of Poetry were ever 
completed. In the meantime Aris- 
totle went on to the series of his 
Physical works, two of which (On the 
Physiology of Plants and On Disease 
and Health so far as belongs to Phy- 
sical Philosophy) were promised by 
him, but, so far as we know, never 
executed, Other works, such as the 
Meteorologics, do not appear to have 
received the last hand. And to the 
list of Aristotle's unfinished produc- 
tions we are inclined to add the 
Nicomachean Ethics. 


ESSAY ITI. 


os 


On the History of Moral Philosophy in Greece 
previous to Aristotle. 


the Ethics of Aristotle there are but few direct allusions 

to moral theories of other philosophers. Plato's theory 

of the idea of good, viewed in its relation to Ethies (1. vi.); 

Socrates’ definition of Courage (11. viii. 6); Eudoxus’ theory 

of Pleasure (x. ii.1); and Solon’s paradox (1. x.), are perhaps 

the only ones which are by name commented on.'!' There are 
constant impersonal allusions to various opinions (the Aeyé- 

μενα on the subject in hand); some of these Aristotle attri- 

butes to ‘the few,’ that is, the philosophers ; others he speaks 

of as stamped with the consent of ‘the many and of ancient, 
times.’ (1. viii. 7.) But there is no connected history of 
ethical opinions or ethical systems to be found in this work, 
The reason for this is partly to be found in the fact that 
Aristotle appears to have only grown gradually into the 
habit (if so we may call it) of prefacing each seience or 
branch of philosophy with a history of what had been 
accomplished previously towards the solution of its pro- 
blems, Thus in the Organon there is no history of previous 
-logic, only a brief remark in conclusion that nothing had 


1 In the Ludemian books we find 
references (v1. xiii, 3) to Socrates’ 
definition of Courage; (vit, il, 1) to 
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his opinion on Incontinence ; and (ν, 
στ᾿ 1) to the Pythagorean definition of 
Justice, 
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previous progress of the science. ‘The first to attempt this 
subject was Pythagoras. His method was faulty, for he 
made virtue a number, justice a cube, ἄς, To him suc- 
ceeded Socrates, who effected a great advance, but who 
erred in calling virtue ἃ science, and in thus ignoring the 
distinction between the moral nature {πάθος καὶ 80s) and 
the intellect. Afterwards came Plato, who made the right 
psychological distinctions, but who mixed up and confused 
ethical discussions with ontological enquiries as to the nature 
of the chief good.’ In a shadowy way this passage repre- 
sents the truth; for it is true that in the pre-Socratic 
philosophy, of which the Pythagorean system may stand as 
as a type, ethical ideas had no distinctness, they were 
confused with physical or mathematical notions, Also the 
faults in the ethical systems of Socrates and Plato are 
here rightly stated, But it is a confusion to speak of 
Pythagoras as a moral philosopher, in the same sense that 
Socrates and Plato were so, or to speak of Socrates succeeding 
Pythagoras in the same way that Plato succeeded Socrates, 
And even were the account more accurate, everyone will 
acknowledge that it is too barren to be in itself very useful. 

In the following pages, then, we shall endeavour to carry 
considerations of this kind a little further, and to indicate, 
to some extent, the steps by which pre-Aristotelian moral 
theory developed itself in Greece. To do this is indeed 
"necessary, since the views of Aristotle himself, as of any 
other philosopher, can only be rightly understood in relation 
to their antecedents. 

Moral philosophy is a comparatively late product of 
national life. It presupposes the long, gradual, silent forma- 
tion of Morals, which are the concrete of the nation’s prac- 
tical habits and ideas of life. Morals, like language, are 
anonymous in their origin (οὐδεὶν οἶδεν ἐξ ὅτου φάνη); 
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juxtaposition to each other, if you regard the different de- 
grees of cultivation and advancement among persons of the 

same epoch. In Plato's Republic we find the three points 
| of view represented by different persons in the dialogue. 
The question, What is justice? being started, an answer to 
it is first given from the point of view of popular morality 
in the persons of Cephalus and of his son Polemarchus, who 
define it to be, in the words of Simonides, ‘ paying to every 
one what you owe them.’ To this definition captious diffi- 
culties are started,—difficulties which the popular morality, 
owing to its unphilosophical tenure of all conceptions, is 
quite unable to meet. Then comes an answer from the 
sophistical point of view, in the person of Thrasymachus, 
that ‘justice is the advantage of the stronger” This 
having been overthrown, partly by an able sophistical 
skirmish, partly by the assertion of a deeper moral convic- 
tion,—the field is left open for a philosophical answer 
to the question. And this accordingly occupies the re- 
mainder of Plato's Republic, the different sides of the 
answer being represented by different personages; Glaucon 
and Adeimantus personifying the practical understanding 
which is only gradually brought into harmony with philo- 
sophy, Socrates the higher reason and the most purely 
philosophical conception. Almost all the dialogues of Plato, 
which touch on moral questions, may be said to illustrate 
the collision between the above-mentioned different periods 
or points of view, though none so fully as the Republic. 
Some dialogues, which are merely tentative, as the Buthy- 
phro, Lysis, Charmides, Laches, &c., content themselves 
with showing the unsatisfactoriness of the popular concep- 
tions; common definitions are overthrown; the difficulty 
of the subject is exposed; a deeper method is suggested ; 
but the question is left at last without an answer. In others, 
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sentence conveys the same meaning as the argument in 
Plato's Phado (p. 68 D), that ‘ without philosophy there is 
no morality, for the popular courage is a sort of fear, and the 
popular temperance a sort of intemperance.’ It rightly 
asserts that the highest kind of goodness is inseparable from 
wisdom, from a distinet consciousness of the meaning of acts— 
from a sense of the absoluteness of right in itself. * Morality’ 
according to this view only exists when the individual can 
say, *I am a law to myself, the edicts of the state and of 
society are valid to me because they are my ediets—because 
they are pronounced by the voice of reason and of right that 
isin me.’ It however puts perhaps too great a restriction 
upon the term ‘morality,’ as if nothing but the highest moral 
goodness were * morality’ at all. It seems absurd to charac- 
terise as mere ‘ propriety of conduct’ the acts of generosity, 
patriotism, endurance, and devotion, which were done, and the 
blameless lives that were led, long before there was any 
philosophy of right and wrong. Indeed there is something 
that seems more attractive about instinctive acts of noble- 
ness, than about a reasoned goodness. To some the innocent 
obedience of the child appears more lovely than the virtue 
of the man. Still instinct is inferior to reason, the child is 
less than the man; and if God makes us what we are in 
childhood, we must re-make ourselves in maturer age; and 
it is the law of our nature that what was at first only 
potential in us, and only dimly felt as an instinct, should 
become realised by us and present to our consciousness. The 
very word ‘conscience, on which right so much depends, is 
only another term to express ‘consciousness, and a man 
differs from a machine in this, that the one has a law in 
itself,—is moved, as Aristotle would say, κατὰ λόγον ; the 
other is moved μετὰ λόγου, has the law both in and for 
himself, 
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life. Customs, institutions, and laws, whether local or uni- 
versal; recorded actions of states or individuals; remains of 
song or oratory; sentiments of writers; and the works of 
art,—would all have to be put in evidence. One would have, 
in short, to do for the Grecian states from the beginning 
of history what Mr. Lecky* has done for the Roman Bm- 
pire. But to do this is not necessary for a comprehension 
of Aristotle, and it is not our present purpose,—which is 
only to show how moral philosophy in Greece took its rise 
out of the general morality. Still, we have to remember 
that Aristotle takes for granted the general Hellenic 
morality, and that this is always in the back ground of all 
that he says, We have therefore to take account of it, and 
if possible do it justice. 

Τὸ has been well said‘ that ‘to suppose that the Greeks 
were not a highly moralised race is perhaps the strangest 
misconception to which religious prejudice has ever given 
rise. If their morality was wsthetie and not theocratic, it 
was none the less on that account humane and real.’ ‘As a 
necessary condition of artistic freedom, the soul of man in 
Greece was implicit with God or nature in what may be 
called an animal unity. Mankind, as sinless and simple as 
any other race that lives and dies upon the globe, formed a 
part of the natural order of the world. The sensual impulses, 
like the intellectual and moral, were then held void of crime 
and harmless. Health and good taste controlled the phy- 
sical appetites of man, just as the appetites of animals are 
regulated by an unerring instinct. In the same way a 
standard of moderation determined moral virtue and intel- 
lectual excellence. But beyond this merely protective check 


* History of European Morals from 4 Studies of the Greck Poets, by 
Augustus to Charlemagne, by W.E. | John Addington Symonds. (London, 
° i), | 1873) p. 417-419. 
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appear to be merely prudential. (2) It is shown to be apt 
to connect itself with a superstitious and unworthy idea of 
religion, such as was set forth in the mysteries, and which 
constituted the trade of juggling hierophants. 

With regard to the former point, nothing is more marked 
than the unbounded reverence of the Greeks for the old 
national literature. Homer, Hesiod, and the Gnomic 
poets, constituted the educational course. Add to these 
the saws of the Seven Wise Men and a set: of aphorisms 
of the same calibre, which sprang up in the sixth century, 
and we have before us one of the main sources of Greek 
views of life. It was perhaps in the age of the Pisistratide 
that the formation and promulgation of this system of texts 
took place most actively, In the little dialogue called Hip- 
porchus, attributed to Plato, but of uncertain authorship, 
we find an episode (from which the dialogue is named) 
recounting a fact, if not literally, at all events symbolically 
true. It relates that Hipparchus, the wisest of the sons of 
Pisistratus, wishing to educate the citizens, introduced the 
poems of Homer, and made Rhapsodes recite them at. the 
Panathenwa, Also, that he kept Simonides near him, and 
sent to fetch Anacreon of T'eos. Also, that. he set up obelisks 
along the streets and the roads, carved with sentences of 
wisdom, selected from various sources, or invented by himself, 
some of which even rivalled the ‘ Know thyself, and other 
famous inscriptions at Delphi. 

It is obvious how much the various influences here 
specified worked on the Athenian mind. The mouths of the 
people were full of these maxims, and when Socrates asked 
for the definition of any moral term, he was answered by a 
quotation from Simonides, Hesiod, or Homer. The same 
tendency was not confined to Athens, but was doubtless, with 
modifications, prevalent throughout Greece. With regard 
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of human nature he is worthy to be taken up and learnt * 
by heart; that in short one shonld frame one’s whole life 
according to this poet. To these gentlemen, continues 
Socrates, *you should pay all respect, and concede to them 
that Homer was a great poet and first of the tragic writers 
(ποιητικώτατον εἶναι καὶ πρῶτον τῶν τραγῳδοποιῶν) ; but you 
should hold to the conviction that poetry is only to be ad- 
mitted into a state in the shape of hymns to the Gods and 
encomia on the good.’ The point of view from which this is 
said is evidently that, in comparison with the vast importance 
of a philosophic morality, everything else is to be considered 
of little value and to be set aside. The faults that Plato 
finds with Homer in detail are, that he recommends justice 
hy the inducements of temporal rewards (Repub. pp. 363 A, 
612 B), thus turning morality into prudence; that he makes 
God the source of evil as well as of good (Repub. p. 379 C); 
that he makes God changeable (p. 381 D); that he represents 
the gods as capable of being bribed with offerings (p. 364 Ὁ); 
that he gives a gloomy picture of the soul after death, 
describing the future world in a way which is caleulated 
to depress the mind and fill it with unmanly forebodings 
(p. 387); that he represents his heroes as yielding to ex- 
cessive and ungoverned emotion, and that even his gods give 
way to immoderate laughter (pp. 388-9); and that instances 
of intemperance, both in language, and in the indulgenee of 
the appetites, often form a part of his narrative (p. 390). 
Τὴ the Ethics of Aristotle the poems of Homer are frequently 
referred to for the sake of illustration as being a perfectly 
well-known literature. Thus the warning of Calypso—or, 
as it should haye been, Circe (Eth. 1. ix. 3); the dangerous 
charms of Helen (11. ix. 6); and the procedure of the Homeric 
Kings (11. iii. 18); are used as figures to illustrate moral 
or psychological truths. Again, instances of any particular 
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phenomenon are hence cited; as for example, Diomede® and 
Hector are cited as an instance of political courage (11. 
viii. 2). In other places Aristotle® appeals to the words of 
Homer, in the same way that he does to the popular lan- 
guage, namely, as containing a latent philosophy in itself, 
and as bearing witness to the conclusions of philosophy. 
Thus Homer's calling Agamemnon ‘shepherd of the people’ 
(v1. xi. 1), and his physical descriptions of courage (11. 
viii. 10), are appealed to as containing, or testifying to, 
philosophical truths. 

Turning from Homer to Hesiod, we discover at once a 
certain change or difference in spirit, and in the views that 
are taken of human life. In the Works and Days those that 


fought at Troy are represented as ‘a race of demi-gods and . 
beatified heroes,’ dwelling in the ‘happy isles’ free from care - 
or sorrow ; whereas with Homer, these personages are merely 


illustrious mortals, subject to the same passions and suffer- 
ings as their descendants, and condemned at their death to 
the same dismal after life of Hades, so gloomily depicted in 
the Odyssey.’ Not only does this difference point to a de- 
velopment in the Grecian mythology, indicating the matured 
growth of the popular hero-worship; it also shows a feeling 
which characterises other parts of Hesiod, a sense that a 
bright period is lost, and ‘that there had passed away a 
glory from the earth.’ 

The poet is no longer carried out of himself in thinking 
of the deeds of Achilles and Hector. He laments that he 
has fallen on evil days, that he lives in the last and worst of 
the Five Ages of the World.® He finds ‘all things full of 

5 So in the Eudemian book (v. ix. 7) 7 Mure’s Literature of Greece, Vol. 
Glaucns and Diomede are referred | II. p. 402. 
* V. 172 8qq. 


to. 
4 Cf also the Eudemian books, vi. | μηκέτ᾽ ἔπειτ᾽ ὥφειλον ἐγὼ πέμπτοισι 
Vii. 2, vu. i. 1, and vu, vi. 3. μετεῖναι 
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labour.’ He is conscious of a Fall of Man, and accounts for 
this by two inconsistent episodes, the one® representing man- 
kind, through the fatal gift of Pandora, blighted at the very 
outset; the other! describing a gradual decadence from the 
primeval Golden Age. Once the gods dwelt upon earth, but 
now even Honour that does no wrong, and Retribution that 
suffers no wrong (Αἰδῶν καὶ Néueots); the last of the Im- 
mortals, have gone and left us.!! Mixed up with this sad 
and gloomy view of the state of the world, we find indi- 
cations of a religious belief which is in some respects more 
elevated than the theology of Homer. Hesiod représents 
the messengers of Zeus, thirty thousand daemons, as always 
pervading the earth, and watching on deeds of justice and 
injustice’? A belief in the moral government of God is 
here indicated, though it is expressed in a polytheistic 
manner, and there is a want of confidence and trust in the 
divine benevolence. The gods are only just, and not benign. 
Hesiod’s book of the Works and Days is apparently a cento, 
containing the elements of at least two separate poems, the 
one an address to the poet’s brother Perses, with an appeal 
against his injustice ; the other perhaps by a different hand, 
containing maxims of agriculture, and an accormt of the 
operations at different seasons. Into this part different 
sententious rules of conduct are interwoven, which’ may 
be rather national and Boeotian than belonging to any one 


ἀνδράσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ πρόσϑε θανεῖν, ἢ 1 " Vv. 195-199. 
ἔπειτα γενέσθαι © V. 250 aq. 

viv γὰρ δὴ γένος ἔστι σιδήρεον" οὐδέ τρὶς γὰρ μόριοι εἰσὶν ei x Port πουλυ- 
ποτ' ἦμαρ lpn 

παύσονται καμάτου καὶ ὀϊζύος, οὐδὲ τι ἀθάνατοι Ζηνὸς, φύλακες θγητῶν ἀνθρώ. 


νύκτωρ, πων" 

φϑειρόμενοι" χαλεπὰς δὲ θεοὶ δώσουσι | of ῥα φυλάσσουσιν τε δίκα» καὶ σχέτλια 
μερίμνας. ἔργα 
* Vy, 48-105, ἠέρα ἑσσάμενοι, πάντη φοιτῶντες ἐπ᾽ 
© Vy, 108-171. αἷαν. 
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also quotes from Hesiod another most. acute remark,’ 
which is to the effect that society is constructed upon a 
basis of competition,—that a principle of strife which 
makes ‘potter foe to potter’ (Mth. vit. i. 6), produces all 
hononrable enterprises. It may truly be said that if 
Hesiod was no moral philosopher, he was a very great 
moralist. 

Passing on now to the ‘Seven Wise Men, the heroes of 
the sixth century n.c., who are separated from Hesiod by we 
cannot tell how wide a chronological interval, we do not 
find any great advance made beyond him in their moral 
point of view, but rather a following out of the same diree- 
tion. We find still a prudential Ethics dealing in a dis- 
jointed, but often a forcible and pregnant manner, with 
the various parts of life. Of the ‘Seven,’ it was well said 
by Diewarchus (ap. Diog. Laert. 1. 40) that ‘they were 
neither speculators nor philosophers (οὔτε goods οὔτε φιλο- 
σόφους, N.B. σοφοὺς is here used in a restricted and Ari- 
stotelian sense), but men of insight, with a turn for 
legislation (συνετοὺν δέ twas καὶ νομοθετικού5)" They 
belonged to an era of political change, which was caleu- 
lated to teach experience and to call forth worldly wisdom, 
the era of the overthrow of hereditary monarchs in Greece, 
All the sages were either tyrants, or legislators, or the 
advisers of those in power, The number seven is of later 
date, and probably a mere attempt at conrpleteness, There 
is no agreement as to the list, but the names most gene- 
rally specified are Thales, Solon, Periander, Cleobulus, 


4 VY, τὶ 599. ἡ δ' ἐπιμωμητή, Kd. 

οὐκ ἄρα μοῦνον ἕην ἐρίδων γένος, ἀλλ᾽ ce ἀγαθὴ δ᾽ ἔρις: ἥδε Bpo- 
ἐπὶ γαῖαν ποῖσι 

εἰσὶ δύω, τὴν μέν κεν ἐπαινήσειε νοή- καὶ κεραμεὺν κεραμεῖ κοτέει, καὶ τέκτονι 
σας, πέκτων, 
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Aristotle (th. 1. x—xi.), the saying, that *One must. look 
to the end,’ or that ‘No one can be.ecalled happy while he 
lives,’ The story of Solon’s conversation with Croesus, ag 
given by Herodotus, is in all probability totally. without 
historical foundation.- It, has the aspect of a rhetorical 
ἐπίδειξις. dressed up by some Sophist to illustrate the gnome 
of Solon, However, the beauty of the, story as) related by 
Herodotus, no one can deny. The gnome itself in its present 
form has this merit, that it is perhaps the first attempt 
to regard life as a whole. It denies the name of happi- 
ness to the pleasure or prosperity of a moment. But its 
fault is, as Aristotle points out, that it. makes happiness 
purely to consist in external fortune, it implies too little 
faith in, and too little regard for, the internal conscions- 
ness, which after all is far the most essential element of 


‘happiness, Moreover, there is a sort of superstition mani- 


fested in this view, and in the aboye-quoted verses of Solon, 
It represents the Deity as ‘envious’ of human happiness, 
This view is elsewhere reprobated by Aristotle (Metaphys. 
1, ii. 13); it was a view, perhaps, natural in a period of 
political change and personal vicissitude, previous to the 
development of any philosophy which could read the per- 
manent behind the changeable.'® 

The remainder of the ‘Seven’ hardly need a mention in 
detail. The sayings attributed to them are too little con- 
nected to merit a criticism from a scientific point of view. 
‘The uncertainty of human things, the brevity of life, the 


" Mr. Symonds attributes an un- | belief ina jealons God, and the doc- 
Groek origin to this and other ideas. | trino of hereditary guilt. in Theognis, 
Te says (Studies of the Greek Poets, | Herodotus, and Solon, are fmgments 
Ῥ' 417): *The blood-justice of tho | of primitive or Asiatic superstition 
Eumenides, the asceticism of Pytha- | unharmonived with the serene element 
goras, the purificatory rites of Empe- | of the Hellenic spirit,’ — Ἃ. 
docles and Epimenides, the fetichistic 
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manly strain, as if inspired by the times and the glorious 


deeds of his countrymen, which he celebrated in his poetry. 
‘Theognis appears to have lived daring the latter half of the 
sixth century. His writings are chiefly autobiographical, 
and consist of reflections cansed by the political events of 
his life and of his native city Megara. He seems to have 
belonged to the aristocratic party and to have suffered exile, 
losing all his property and barely escaping with his life. 
His feelings of indignation are constantly expressed in his 
poems—in which perhaps the greatest peculiarity is, that 
in them the terms ἀγαθοί and ἐσθλοί are used to designate 
his own party, the nobles, while the commons are called 
κακοί and δειλοί. It must not be supposed that these 
terms bad hitherto no ethical meaning, though of course 
scientific ethical definitions had as yet never been attempted. 
But the words ἐσθλός aud κακός oceur in Hesiod in quite 
as distinctive a sense, as the terms ‘good man,’ and ὁ bad 
man,’ are used in general now. It is the extreme of political 
partisanship expressing itself in a naive and unconscious 
manner which causes Theognis to identify goodness with 
the aristocratic classes, and badness with the commonalty 
of his city. We find in his writings a strange intermix- 
ture and confusion of political and ethical thoughts. In 
the celebrated passage which dwells on the influence of as- 
sociates, he begins by saying ‘You should eat and drink 
with those who have great power’ (i,¢, the nobles), ὁ for from 
the good you will learn what is good, but by mixing with 
the bad you will lose what reason you have. Here an 
undeniable moral axiom is made to assume a political aspect, 
which indeed impairs its force. Plato, in the Meno," quotes 


© Οἶσθα δὲ ὅτι οὐ μόνον σοί re καὶ | ἀλλὰ Kal Θέογνιν τὸν ποιητὴν οἶσθ᾽ ὅτι 
ris ἄλλοιν τοῖς πολετικοῖν τοῦτο δοκεῖ ταὐτὸ ταῦτα Adyar; Μ, Ἔν ποίοις ἔπε- 
ποτὲ μὲν εἶναι διδακτόν, τοτὲ δ' οὔ, σιν; %. Ἐν τοῖν ἐλεγείοιτ, οὗ λέγει 
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this passage and shows that it is contradicted by another 
passage of Theognis, which declares education to be of no 
effect. Theognis appears to have felt at different times 
with equal force the two points of view about education. 
At one time education appears to be everything, at another 
time, nothing. 

All the expressions of Theognis, as indeed of the other 
Gnomic poets, seem characterised by perfect naturalness, if 
such a word might be used. They contain no attempt to 
reduce life to a theory; they flow from the heart of the 
individual according as he feels joy or sorrow. They ex- 
hibit no striving to be above circumstances,—rather the 
full, unrestrained wail of one who bitterly feels the might 
of circumstances. They do not seek to be logical; on the 
contrary, they are full of inconsistencies. In one place 
Theognis says (173-182), ‘if one is poor it is better to die 
than live; one should cast oneself from some high cliff into 
the sea.” In another place (315-318), ‘Many of the bad 
are rich, and the good poor, yet one would not exchange 
one’s virtue for riches.’ In the views of Theognis, as we 
saw before in those of Solon, there may be traced a super- 
stitious feeling of the resistless power, and at the same time 


καὶ ταρὰ τοῖσιν πῖνε καὶ ἔσθιε καὶ μετὰ | πολλοὺς ἂν μισθοὺς καὶ μεγάλους 


τοῖσιν ἔφερον 
Ue καὶ ἄνδανε τοῖς ὧν μεγάλη δύνα- οἱ δυνάμενοι τοῦτο ποιεῖν καὶ 
μι. οὔ ποτ' ἂν ἐξ ἀγαθοῦ πατρὸς ἔγεντο 
ἀσθλῶν μὲν γὰρ kx’ ἐσθλὰ διδάξεαι, ἣν κακός, 
δὲ κακοῖσιν πειθόμενος μύθοισι σαόφροσιν, ἀλλὰ δι- 


συμμίσγρε, ἀπολεῖς καὶ τὸν ἐόντα 
νόον. 


ele ὅτι ἐν τούτοις μὲν ὡς διδακτοῦ 
obeys τῆ: ἀρετῆς λέγει; Μ. Φαίνεταί 
γε. Ἃ. Ἔν» ἄλλοις δέ γε ὀλίγον μετα- 
Bds, εἰ 8 ἦν ποιητόν, φησί, καὶ ἔνθετον 
ἀνδρὶ νόημα λέγει πως ὅτι 


δάσκων 
οὔ wore ποιήσεις τὸν κακὸν ἄνδρ᾽ 

ἀγαθόν. 
ἐννοεῖς ὅτι αὐτὸς αὑτῷ πάλιν περὶ τῶν 
αὐτῶν τἀναντία λέγει; 95 C δηη. 
Both of these passiges of Theognis 
are alluded to by Aristotle in the 
Ethics (1x. ix. 7, x. ix. 3). 
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the arbitrary will of the gods, As to the standard of duty 
in his poems, such a conception must needs be held to 
have been very wavering in him who could write (363 sq.), 
‘Flatter your enemy, and when you have got him into 
your power, wreak your vengeance, and do not spare him.’ 
It is obvions that the elegiac form adopted by Theognis 
gave an air of universality to maxims which were only 
suitable to his own troubled times, and his own angry spirit. 
To accept the cynicism and the complaints of Byron as if 
of universal applicability, would be almost a parallel to 
what actually took place in Greece, when the verses of 
Theognis were quoted as an authority in morals. That 
this could ever have been the case, shows how great was 
the want of a more fixed standard, and almost justifies the 
sweeping attacks made by Plato upon the poets, 

In the verses of Simonides of Ceos there is, as we have 
said, a more healthy spirit. His life (8.6, 556-467) was 
prosperous, and was spent in different courts, especially 
those of Hipparchus at Athens, of the Aleuads and Seopads 
in Thessaly, of Hiero at Syracuse. If Theognis be com- 
pared to Byron among the moderns, Simonides may, in 
some respects, be compared to Goethe, though Goethe 
exhibits no parallel to his spirited and even impassioned 
songs on the heroic incidents of the war. But the courtly 
demeanour of Simonides, to which he seems to haye some- 
what sacrificed his independence, his worldly wisdom, his 
moderation of views, his realistic tendencies with regard to 
life, and his efforts for a calm and unruffled enjoyment, 
remind one a little of the great German. Beyond heroism 
in war, Simonides does not appear to have held any exalted 
notions of the possibilities of virtue. There is a very inter- 
esting discussion in the Protagoras of Plato (pp. 339-346), 
on the meaning of some strophes in one of the Epinician 
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away, and by force of questioning, obtain a more scientific 
view. We might say of the aphoristic morality of the poets 
and sages of the sixth century 8.0, what Aristotle says of 
the early philosophers, namely, that ‘without being skilled 
boxers, they sometimes give a good blow’ (Metaphysics, 
1. iv. 4). 

During the fifth century B.c. poetry in Greece continued 
to represent, or contribute to, the popular beliefs in morals, 
while as yet moral philosophy was not. The great poetical 
figures of this time were of course Pindar (522-443, B.C.) 
and the Attic Tragedians, who succeeded each other at brief 
intervals, since Auschylus gained his first prize in 484, 3.c., 
Sophocles his first: in 468, 2.c., Euripides his first in 441, B.c. 
Of Pindar, Mr, Symonds well says: ‘ The whole of his poetry 
is impregnated with a lively sense of the divine in the world, 
Accepting the religious traditions of his ancestors with 
simple faith, he adds more of spiritual severity and of 
mystical morality than we find in Homer. Yet he is not 
superstitious or credulous. He can afford to criticise the 
myths like Xenophanes and Plato, refusing to believe that a 
blessed god could be a glutton.” In Pindar indeed we see 
the fine flower of Hellenic religion, free from subservience 
to creeds and ceremonies, capable of extracting sublime 
morality from mythical legends, and adding to the old 
joyousness of the Homeric faith a deeper and more awful 
perception of superhuman mysteries. The philosophical 
seepticism which in Greece, after the age of Pericles, cor- 
roded both the fabric of mythology and the indistinct doc- 
trines of theological monotheism, had not yet begun to act.’ 
Pindar held indeed to the Hellenic religion, but he vivified 
and elevated it by the introduction of an element drawn 


* The reference here is to Olymp, τ. 
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fleeting character of life and prosperity, and to preach 
moderation and continence (εὐκοσμία, σωφροσύνη, μηδὲν 
ἄγαν). He chooses for himself a middle status in society 
and deprecates the lot of kings (Pyth. xi. 50). The follow- 
ing is his conception of a summum bonwm upon earth 
(Pyth, x. 22): ‘That man is happy and song-worthy by the 
skilled, who, victorious by might of hand or vigour of foot, 
achieves the greatest prizes with daring and with strength; 
and who in lifetime sees his son, while yet a boy, crowned 
happily with Pythian wreaths. The brazen heaven, it is 
true, is inaccessible to him; but whatsoever joys we race of 
mortals touch, he reaches to the farthest voyage.’ 

The Attic Dramatists are the exponents of the spirit of 
the Athenian people quickened by the sense of their trium- 
phant delivery from the great national peril of the Persian 
invasions. They represent successively the rapidly sueceed- 
ing phases of the Athenian mind. Their great theme, the 
fundamental idea of their tragedies, as indeed of the Greek 
legends on which they were based, was Nemesis— Retribution 
either for crime committed, or for insolent prosperity and 
* pride of life, Ξ 

Mr. Symonds (Studies of the Greck Poets, pp. 190-205) 
has well analysed the different forms of this idea as it 
appears in Aischylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. In Aeschylus 
Retribution (δράσαντι παθεῖν τρυγέρων μῦθος) is the revelation 
of an offended Deity ; in Sophocles it is rather the exhibition 
of a moral law: our attention is drawn to the human cha- 
racter of the guilty man, and we see how he brings terrible 
consequences on himself, ‘In Euripides it degenerates into 
something more akin to a sense of vicissitudes; it becomes 
more sentimental—less a religious or moral principle than a 
phenomenon inspiring fear and pity.’ A similar progress 
with regard to all moral questions may be traced in the 
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reduced religion to hero-worship, and really stood quite 
beside, and distinet from, all morality; but also there was a 
direct tampering with morality itself on the part of certain 
religious hierophants, ‘These were the professors of mysteries, 
respecting whom Adeimantus is made to say in the Republic 
of Plato (p. 364 B sq.), ‘The most astonishing ‘theories of 
all are those which you shall hear about the gods and about 
virtue—that the gods themselves have actually allotted to 
many good men misfortunes and an evil life, and to the bad 
a directly opposite lot. On the other hand, seers and jugglers 
come to the doors of the rich, and persuade them that they 
have a power given them by the gods of expiating by offerings 
and charms all offences, whether committed by a man’s self 
or his ancestors, and this quite pleasantly—merely by holding 
a feast; and if any one wants to be revenged on an enemy, 
they will, for a trifling cost, do the fellow a harm (they say) 
whether he be a good man or a bad man—by foreing the 
gods with their incantations and spells to serve them. They 
cite the poets as authorities for their assertions, to prove that 
the path of vice is easy, and that of virtue rugged and difficult. 
They prove from Homer that the gods are not inexorable, 
but may be turned by the prayers and offerings of men. 
And they adduce a whole swarm of the books of Musweus and 
Orpheus, the kinsmen (as they say) of Selene and of the 
Muses, according to which they perform their rites, and per- 
suade not only individuals, but whole states, that actually by 
means of feastings and pleasure, expiations and releases tay 
be provided both for the living and also for the dead, which 
will free men from all the penalties of the future life; but 
that for any one not using their rites a most horrible fate 
remains.’ 

Of the Orphie mysteries here alluded to, and of the other 
mysteries in general, it will not be necessary for our present 
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Aristotle, pretended to give them in their order of excellence, 
thus,—wisdom, health, beauty, wealth. The conception of a 
chief good seems to have been vaguely present before people’s 
minds, and this no doubt determined primarily the form of 
the question of Aristotle’s Zthics, This was the natural ques- 
tion for a Greek system of Ethies; both Plato and Aristotle 
tell us how wavering and inconsistent were the answers that 
common minds were able to give to it, when in an utterly 
unsystematic way it was presented to them (Repub. p. 505 B; 
Ethics, τ. iv. 2). 

Before taking leave of this period of unphilosophie morals, 
we must, ask—How fared the philosophers in it? The author 
of the Magna Moralia, as we have seen, attributed to 
Pythagoras certain mathematical formule for expressing 
ethical conceptions. That the Pythagoreans adopted these 
we know from other sources, but at how late a date it seems 
difficult to say,"*—-perhaps not before the time of Philolaus. 
Of the other philosophers it may be said generally that ethical 
subjects did not form part of their philosophy, they made no 
attempt to systematise the phenomena of human society and 
human action. And yet they had deep thoughts on life and 
stood apart from other men. This standing apart was indeed 
their characteristic attitude, Philosophie isolation was the 


= A quantity of spurious Pythago- 
πόδ fragments haye come down to us, 
Patricius, in his Diseussiones Peripa- 
tetice (Vol. 11. Book VIL), quotes 
theso to proye that Aristotle plagia- 
rised from the Pythagoreuns. If tho 
fragments were genuine, they would 
indeed prove wholesale plagiarism. 
But thoy aro plainly mere translations 
of Aristotle into Doric Greek. The 
following is attributed to Archytas. 
οὐδὲν ἕτερόν ἐστιν εὐδαιμονία ἀλλ᾽ ἢ 
χρᾶσις ἀρετᾶς ἐν εὐτυχίᾳ. Ablo asthe 


work of Patricius is, it labours under 
the disadvantages of his era, criticism 
having as yot hardly an oxistenco, 
Asa specimon of his jndgment—he 
calls it ‘a lie’ on the part of Aristotle 
to attribute the authorship of tho 
Tdeas to Plato, since this doctrine had 
been known before Plato, to the Py- 
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adjective with so invidious a connotation)? is a question of 
much interest in itself; and the interest has been increased 
since Grote, 24 years ago, in the 67th chapter of his History 
of Greece, undertook to vindicate the Sophists from the asper- 
sions which had up to that date rested upon them, and to 
show that the word ‘sophistical’ in its modern sense is a 
fossilised injustice, being merely the expression of Plato’s 
prejudice against a respectable set of men. Grote’s bold 
paradox naturally excited opposition in various quarters, and 
the first edition of the present Essay (1857) contained a sort 
of protest against it. Time and reflection and the remarks 
of various scholars who have taken part in the controversy, 
would seem to necessitate the modification of that protest,— 
not to the extent of acknowledging that ‘the main substance 
of Grote’s conclusions’ are ‘as clear and certain “ as anything 
of the kind can possibly be,—bnt to the extent of acknow- 
ledging that Grote has done valuable service in mooting his 
views, supported as they are by his usual rich learning and 
his strong manly sense. The ‘main substance of Grote’s con- 
clusions’ would surely be this:—that Plato was unjust in 
attributing ‘sophistry’ to the Greek Sophists. This plea, as 
urged in favour of the Sophists and against Plato, we are still 
unable to accept. Grote’s other and, as we should call them, 
secondary conclusions, ¢.g. that the Sophists were not a sect 
but a profession; that among their ranks honourable men 
were included ; that, as the educators of youth, they did much 
to promote the civilisation of Greece and the development 
of certain arts and sciences ; and that many of the German 
commentators and historians of philosophy have been too 
hasty and sweeping in their condemnation of them,—we 
willingly accept as capable of absolute demonstration, But 


ξι This is the opinion of Mr, H. Sidgwick, expressed in tho Journal of 


Philology, vol. iv. p. 288. 
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ἐκ τῆς Ἑλλάδον σοφισταί, of τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον ἐτύγχανον 
ἐόντες, visited Sardis when at the zenith of its prosperity. 
This probably means ‘all others who at that time in Greece 
were noted for or professed any kind of intellectual ability, 
—all the wits of Greece.’ Philosophers, artists, poets, and 
statesmen, might equally be included. In 1. 49, he speaks 
of οἱ ἐπιγενόμενοι τούτῳ (Melampus) σοφισταί, and in tv. 955 
he calls Pythagoras “Ἑλλήνων οὐ τῷ ἀσθενεστάτῳ σοφιστῇ, ---- 
in both passages the term merely means ‘ philosopher.’ 

In the Clouds of Aristophanes (acted 423 ».c.), the word 
σοφιστὴν appears for the first time in an invidious sense, 
and the invidiousness consists in an association attached to it 
partly of over-subtle, vapourish, speculation, partly of charla- 
tanery. Thus (¥. 331) the clouds are said to be ‘the main- 
tainers of many such professors “—soothsayers from ‘Thurium, 
quacksalvers, idle fellows with long hair and rings to their 
finger-tips,’—where it is clear that the term ‘Sophist,’ though 
now bearing a shade of contempt, has not yet reached the 
limited Platonic sense of " paid instructor in rhetoric and 
philosophy. In ν΄ 361, Socrates and Prodicus are spoken of 
asthe chief amongst the crew of ‘transcendental Sophists 
(τῶν νῦν μετεωροσοφιστῶν)." ΤῊ Ὑ. 1111 sq. we see expressed a 
popular opinion of the Sophist, as a pale and attenuated stu- 
dent (σοφιστὴν ---ὠχρὸν---καὶ κακοδαίμονα). And in y. 1306 sq. 
the term is applied to Strepsiades, in the sense of " trickster,’ 
in allusion to his cheating of his creditors. In Aristophanes, 
then, the word ‘ Sophist’ is still indeterminate ; it has become 
uncomplimentary, but only as conveying the popular feeling 
about the profession of out-of-the-way accomplishments, just 


35. ob γὰρ μὰ Al οἶσθ' ὅτιὴ πλείστους | Theso splendid impostors must have 
αὐταὶ βόσκουσι coperrds, been tho Cagliostros of Greece, 
ϑουριομάντεις, larpor’xvas, σῷρα- 
γιδονυχαργυκυμήτας, 
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and told me not to bear my father the least ill-will for put- 
_ ting him to death, because he was not doing it out of malice, 
but out of ignorance, and whatever faults men commit 
through ignorance ought to be considered involuntary. 
Whether ‘sophist’ here is to be taken in the limited sense 
of paid instructor, or merely in the more general sense of 

* philosopher, this remarkable passage shows that at the 
time when Xenophon wrote his Cyropedia, he knew nothing 
of an absolute antagonism and contrast between Socrates and 
‘the Sophists, else he would not have drawn a picture of 
‘a sophist’ suffering the same fate as Socrates, martyr of the 
same ignorant prejudice, and expressing sentiments worthy 
of the most noble mood of Socrates. In Mem. 1. vi. 1, 
Xenophon speaks of ᾿Αντιφῶντα τὸν σοφιστήν. It is uncer- 

| tain whether Autiphon of Rhamnus, the master of Thucy- 
dides, is here meant. Whoever is the person alluded to, 

he is described as taunting Socrates on his bare feet and 
| seant clothing—the same in winter as in summer—on his 
spare diet and on the general wretchedness of his mode of 

life. ‘If philosophy,’ he proceeded, ‘be your mistress, you 

get from her a worse maintenance than any slave would put 
up with from his master. It is all because you will not take 
money—money that cheers the recipient, and enables him to 
live in a more pleasant and gentlemanlike way. You act as 
if your instructions had no value, else why should you give 
them for nothing.’ Socrates replies that there are two things, 
which to sell is prostitution—namely, personal beauty and 
wisdom. ‘Those who sell their wisdom for money to any 
that will buy, men call “ Sophists,” or, as it were, a sort of 
male demi-~monde ;*" whereas whoso, by imparting knowledge 
to another whom he sees well qualified to learn, binds that 


7 τὴν συφίαν ὡσαύτως τοὺς μὲν | συφιστὰν ὥσπερ πόρνους: ἀποκαλοῦ- 
ἀργυρίου τῷ βυυλομένῳ πωλοῦνταν, | σιν, κιτιλ,ν § 13. 
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testimony, would go far to prove that the strongest terms 
of censure ever used by either Plato or Aristotle, were 
only a reflection of the general opinion of enlightened men 
in Greece, when contrasting ‘Sophists’ with * philosophers. 
But the passage is out of harmony with that quoted above 
from the Cyrepedia; and again it is like an afterthought 
unnecessarily appended to the treatise Orn Hunting. We 
know that Xenophon, who was not born much before Plato, 
lived to a great age; and it seems reasonable to conjecture 
that, at some time or other—after reading Plato’s Sophistes, 
in which the sophist is defined as one who hunts after rich 
young men—he added on this frigid peroration to his lively 
and technical discourse on hunting. If so, it is merely a 
coarse echo of Plato, just as the Symposiwm of Xenophon 
looks like a poor copy of Plato’s Symposiwm. All that can 
be said, in that case, is that Xenophon, who is not in the least 
a discriminating or trustworthy authority on philosophical 
matters, endorses the charge, by whomsoever made, against 
the Sophists (as a recognised class of teachers)—that their 
ethical teaching was hollow gnd rhetorical, and their whole 
spirit mercenary and self-seeking. And he appears also 
to indicate that enlightened public opinion was in the same 
direction, 

The next testimony we have to cite is that of Isocrates, 
who was born 436 3.0., and was thus seven years older than 
Plato. He seems to have been to‘some extent the pupil of 
Socrates, but he maintained himself afterwards by keeping a 
school of rhetoric, which was attended by the most distin- 
guished pupils. His direction was entirely practical, as is 
evinced by frequent passages of his works, in which he ex- 
presses contempt or dislike of the speculative spirit. On the 
one hand he uses the term ‘Sophist’ in its received meaning 
of professional teacher, and on the other hand he is in the 
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the term Sophist with what seems to be an undeniable 
allusion to Plato’s Republic and Laws. Speaking of the 
futility of abstract political speculations, he says, ἀλλ᾽ ὁμοίων 
of τοιοῦτοι τῶν λόγων ἄκυροι τυγχάνουσιν ὄντες τοῖς νόμσις καὶ 
ταῖν πολιτείαις ταῖς ὑπὸ τῶν σοφιστῶν γεγραμμέναις. In 
his oration, De Permutatione (§ 235), he says that Solon, 
through his attention to rhetoric, ‘came to be called one of 
the Seven Sophists, and took the appellation now dis- 
honoured and. censured by you,’ and in § 313, he aflirms that 
Solon was the first of the Athenians to be called a Sophist. 
This last statement is at variance with that of Plato, who 
makes Protagoras to have been the first who accepted the 
appellation ‘Sophist.’ The discrepancy depends on the 
ambiguity and change of meaning in the term. Solon may 
have been the first Athenian who was called Sophist, in 
the old sense of the word, i.¢, philosopher? Protagoras 
was the first who adopted the name in its later sense, ἔνθ, 
professional teacher of philosophy. 

We see, then, that the word ‘ Sophist,’ having first had 
a merely general signification, denoting ‘ philosopher,’ ‘man 
of letters, ‘artist,’ &e., acquired a special meaning after the 
middle of the fifth century, as the designation of a par- 
ticular class of teachers. And then men began to talk of 
‘ the Sophists,’—referring to this class. But the word retained 
both its significations, even in the pages of the same author. 
The word in its earlier sense might be applied in a neutral, 
or in a sneering, way. Thus Xenophon describes ‘a Sophist,’ 
who was a most exalted character; and on the other hand, 


ἯΙ Οὕὔκοιν ἐπί ye τῶν πρσγόνων obras | εἶναι, 
εἶχεν, ἀλλὰ τοὺς καλουμένους Ξοφιστὰν * Tho allusion here may be mrroly 
ἐθαύμαζον καὶ τοὺς συνόντας αὑτοῖς | to that passuge of Horodotus (1. 29) 
ἐζήλουν. Ξόλωνα μὲν yap, τὸν πρῶτον | quoted above, where it was said that 
τῶν πολιτῶν λαβόντα τὴν ἐπωνυμίαν | ‘Solon and all the other sophists of 
rabryy προστάτην ἠξίωσαν τῆ: πόλεως | the day’ came to Sardis. 
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what was indeed a very wide-spread profession. In the Meno, 
p- 91 E, Socrates is made to speak as if Protagoras was not 
by any means even the first of the Sophiste, cal οὐ μόνον 
TIpwrayspas, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἄλλοι πάμπολλοι, of μὲν πρότερον 
γεγονότες ἐκείνου, οἱ δὲ καὶ νῦν ἔτι ὄντεφ. And by 8 atill more 
remarkable mode of speaking, in the Ethics of Aristotle 
1x. i. 5-7, Protagoras appears to be in a sort of way con- 
trasted with the Sophists.* It is true that Plato represents 
Protagoras to have been the first to assume openly the name 
of Sophist (cf. Protag. p. 317), but he also gives a humorous 
picture in the same dialogue, p. 314 D, of the crowds of 
Sophists flocking to the house of Callias, s0 that the porter, 
mistaking Socrates and Hippocrates for members of the pro- 
feasion, would scarcely open the door to them.™ Within 
the house they find a conclave of persons, ‘most of them 
foreigners whom Protagoras, like another Orpheus, had drawn 
after him from their own cities’—amongst others, ‘ Anti- 
meerus the Mendwan, the most famous of the pupils of Pro- 
tagoras, who was learning with professional objects, meaning 
to be a Sophist’ (ἐπὶ τέχνῃ μανθάνει, bs σοφιστὴς écdusvos). 
Protagoras takes great merit to himself for openly declaring 
his art, for he confesses ‘that a certain amount of envy 
attaches to it; that, going about drawing away youths from 
their kindred and connexions under the promise of making 
them better if they associated with him—he was likely 
to be assailed with hostility; old as he is, however, no 


3 'O γὰρ προϊέμενος ἔοικ᾽ ἐπιτρέπειν ᾿ ἐν ἐγκλήμασι γίνονται" ob γὰρ ἐπιτε- 
ἐκείνῳ. “Ὅπερ φασὶ καὶ Πρωταγόραν | λοῦσιν ἃ ὡμολόγησαν. Τοῦτο δ' Yous 
ποιεῖν" ὅτε γὰρ διδάξειεν ἁδήποτε, τι- | ποιεῖν οἱ σοφισταὶ ἀναγκάζονται διὰ τὸ 
μῆσαι τὸν μαθόντα ἐκέλενεν ὅσου δοκεῖ | μηθέναδν δοῦναι ἀργύριον ὧν ἐπίστανται. 
ἅξια ἐείστασθοι, καὶ ἐλάμβανε τοσοῦ- εἰ Ἔα, ἔφη, σοφισταί rues’ ob σχο- 
τον.--Οἱ δὲ προλαβόντες: τὸ ἀργύριον, | λὴ αὐτῷ, ---᾿Αλλ᾽ ὦ ᾽γαθέ͵ ἔφην, οὔτε 
εἶτα μηϑὲν ποιοῦντει ὧν ἔφασαν, διὰ τὰς | παρὰ Καλλίαν ἥκομεν οὔτε σοφισταί 

“δὲ διωγμῶν, εἰκότωε | ἐσμεν, ἀλλὰ θάῤῥει. 
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harm has ever come to him on account of his candour.’ 
(pp. 316-317.) ᾧ 

It is interesting to trace in Plato the indications of 
general opinion about the Sophists. In spite of their great 
success he represents them to have been held in dislike and 
suspicion by persons of honour, who at the same time made 
no pretensions to philosophy. This feeling is instinctively 
expressed by the young Hippocrates (Prvtag. p. 312 A), who 
being asked whether he is going to Protagoras in order 
himself to become a Sophist, confesses that he should con- 
sider this a great disgrace. By Callicles, in the Gorgias 
(p. 519 E), a sweeping contempt is expressed for ‘those who 
profess to teach virtue ;’ Socrates asks, ‘Is it not absurd in 
them to find fault with the conduct of those whom they 
have undertaken to make virtuous?’ Callicles replies, ‘Of 
course it is; but why should you speak about a set of men 
who are absolutely worthless?’ Socrates answers, ‘ Because 
I find the procedure of the Sophist and the Rhetorician 
identically the same.’ In the Meno the question being, Is 
virtue teachable? Socrates argues that if it be so, there 
must be teachers of it, and inquires of Anytus, ‘To whom 
shall we send Meno to learn virtue from? Whether to the 
Sophists?’ Anytus repudiates the idea, since ‘ these corrupt 
all who come near them.’** Socrates, in reply to this, 


δ. Χ) δέ, ἣν δ᾽ ἐγώ͵ πρὸς θεῶν, οὐκ ΜΡ ΟἹ Β, σκόπει παρὰ τίνας ἂν 


ἂν αἰσχύναιο εἰς τοὺ: "Ἕλληνα: αὐτὸν 
σοφιστὴν παρέχων; Νὴ τὸν Δία, ὦ 
όκρατε:, εἴπερ γε ἃ διανοοῦμαι χρὴ 
Ἀόγειν. This expression is too strong 
to be explained away, as Grote pro- 
poses, by saying that it is only 
analogous to an English boy's being 
wavillixg to have it thought that, 
when grown up, he was going to be a 
schoolmaster. 


πέμποντες αὑτὸν ὀρθῶς πέμποιμεν. ἢ 
1 δῆλον δὴ κατὰ τὸν ἄρτι λόγον, ὅτι παρὰ 
τούτους τυὺς ὑπισχνουμένου: ἀρετῆς 
διδασκάλους εἶναι καὶ ἀποφήναντας: αὖ- 
| τοὺς xowobs τῶν Ἑλλήνων τῷ βουλο- 
μένῳ μανθάνειν, μισθὸν τούτου ταξαμέ- 
veus Te καὶ πραττομένου; AN. Καὶ 
τίνας λέγεις τούτου:͵ ὦ Χώκρατετ; ΧΩ. 
Οἶσθα δήπον καὶ σὺ ὅτι οὗτοί εἰσιν 
οἵου: οἱ ἄνθρωποι καλοῦσι σοφιστάς. 
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-nrges, ‘How is it possible this should be true of the Sophists; 
—a cobbler who professed to mend shoes but made them 
worse, would be found out in less than thirty days, how then 
could Protagoras have remained undetected and maintained 
80 great a reputation and made so great a fortune, deceiving 
the whole of Greece for more than forty years? At all 
events, must we not concede that if they do harm to others, 
they do so unconsciously, and are like men insane?’ To 
this Anytus answers, ‘that they are insane who give: money 
to the Sophists, and still more so the states who allow them 
to practise their art.’ Socrates says, ‘Some one of the 
Sophists must have wronged you, Anytus, or you would not 
be so bitter.’ Anytus says, ‘No, I never had anything to do 
with them,’ Socrates asks, ‘How then can you know what 
they are like?” Anytus says, ‘Oh, I know well enough what 
they are like without having had anything to do with 
them.’ Socrates implies that Anytus is speaking not from 
knowledge but: prejudice. He dismisses the subject by 
adding, ‘ After all, there is perhaps something in what you 
say’ (καὶ tows τι λέγεις, Meno, p. 92 D). 

In this discussion it is observable that the abuse of the 
Sophists is put into the mouth of Anytus, the accuser of 
Soerates, who may be looked at as the representative of eon- 
servative feeling in Athens. Full justice is done in. the 
dialogue (Meno, p. 90 A) to the eminence of his position, 
his wealth, and political influence, But afterwards, drama- 
tically, his arbitrary, narrow, and unfair turn of mind comes 
out. Evidently we cannot say that in the Meno Plato 
ealumniates the Sophists, or vilifies them as opponents and 
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instruction with a view to becoming able men in the state 
(δεινοί, habiles hommes, &e.). Their instructions were 
various, rhetoric and dialectic, ethics, music, and physical 
science. Some, such as Hippias, professed a pantological 
knowledge; others, as Gorgias, confined themselves to rhe- 
toric. Their profits no doubt varied with their success ; 
some must have been ill-paid and wretched, as is represented 
by Aristophanes and Isocrates. The leading members of the 
profession seem to have made large sumsof money. On this 
point, however, Isocrates is at direct issue with Plato. 
Socrates says in the Meno, p. 91 D, that ‘he knew of Pro- 
tagoras gaining greater wealth by his profession than Phidias 
and ten other sculptors put together.’ And in the Hippias 
Major (pp. 282-283) Prodicus is said to have made immense 
sums ;*? Hippias is made to boast that ‘when quite a young 
man he made in Sicily, in a short space of time, more than 
150 ming (600l.), and that in one little village, Inycus, he 
made more than 20 ming’ (8ol.). He adds, however, ‘that 
he supposes he has made more than any two Sophists put 
together.’ In contradiction to this picture, Isocrates gives 
a much more limited account of the pecuniary success of the 
Sophists. He says (De Permutatione, 155~156), ‘ Not one 
of the so-called Sophists will be found to have amassed much 
money. Some of them lived in small, others in very mode-~ 
rate circumstances. .Gorgias of Leontium made the most 
on record. He lived in Thessaly, where people were very 
rich, attained a great age, was long given up to his business, 
had no settled habitation in any state, paid no taxes nor con- 
tribution, had no wife nor children, and so was free from 
this the most continual tax of all—and with these advan- 
tages beyond others for acquiring a fortune, he only left 


2 Τοῖς νέοις συνὼν χρήματα ἔλαβε θαυμαστὰ ὅσα. Cf. Xen. Symp. τ. 5, rv. 62. 
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behind him at the last rooo staters’ (1251.?). This oration 
was written in the eighty-second year of Isocrates’ life, and 
probably much later than the above-mentioned dialogues of 
Plato; the fame of the achievements of the Sophists was 
therefore less fresh. Isocrates, being himself a paid teacher, 
was complaining of the difficulty of making enough, he was 
therefore not likely to take a sanguine view of success in this 
department ; also, it is credible that the Sophists did, as is 
usually the case with persons whose gains are irregular, not 
save much or leave much behind them. Hence we need not 
find a great difficulty in the discrepancy of the two state- 
ments. Plato represents popular rumours and external 
surprise at the success of a new profession ; Isocrates, taking 
the other aide, goes into details and shows that in the long 
run there was nothing so very wonderful effected after all. 
With regard to the reproach against the Sophists, that 
their teaching for money at all was something discreditable 
—an argument has been raised, that this is really no re- 
proach, as the practice of 80 many respectable men among 
the moderns may serve to testify. But we should endeavour 
to put ourselves into the position of the ancients, and the 
following considerations may help us to do so. (1) The 
practice of the Sophists was an innovation, and jarred on 
men’s feelings. There was something that to the natural 
prejudices of the mind seemed more beautiful in the old 
simple times, when wisdom, if imparted, was given as a gift. 
As goon as the Sophists began their career, the fine and free 
spirit of the old philosophers seemed gone. When Hippias 
boasts of his gains, Socrates ironically replies, ‘Dear me, 
how much wiser men of the present day are than those of old 
time. You seem to be just the reverse of Anaxagoras. For 
he is said to have had a fortune left him and to have lost it 
all, such a poor Sophist was he (οὕτως αὐτὸν ἀνόητα copie 
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tec8ax), and other such stories are told of the ancients.’ 
(Hipp. Major, p. 283 A.) (2) With the Sophists systematic 
education began for the first time. Undoubtedly this was 
a necessity. But it is equally true that about the adminis- 
tration of systematic education there is something that 
appears at first sight slavish and mechanical. The Greeks 
had not yet learned those principles according to which a 
sense of duty will dignify the meanest tasks, They tested 
things too exclusively in reference to the standard of the 
fine and the noble (καλόν). (3) But it was not simply the 
office of the paid schoolmaster that was disliked in the 
Sophist. We do not, find that the teachers of gymnastics or of 
harp-playing were held in disrepute, Those who kept schools 
for boys were looked down upon, it is true,* but were not 
identified with the Sophists. The latter taught not: boys, but 
youths ; again, they taught not the necessary rudiments, but 
something more pretentious—wisdom, philosophy, political 
skill, virtue, and the conduet of life. To make a market of 
the highest subjects and of divine philosophy seemed to men 
like Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, little less than a sort of 
simony.” There was a charlatanism in the offer to teach 
these things to all comers, which was from different causes 
equaliy offensive to ordinary men and to the philosophers. Men 
like Anytus and Aristophanes complained that the Sophists 
corrupted youth by teaching them subtleties and unsettling 
their opinions. In this complaint there wasa part of the 
truth. The philosophers added the other side, by complain- 


™ Cf. Demosthenes de Corond, p, | him into a sort of revolt against 
313. Socrates, his master, tanght as a 

* The severity of this principle | Sophist (Diog. Laert. ii, 62), and ap- 
appears not to have beon long main- | pears to hnve lived wpon his gains. 
tained in the post-Socratic, or at all | Zeno, Cleanthes, and Chrysippus, 
efents the post-Aristotelian schools. | according to Quintilian, mercedes πὸ 
Aristippus, whose worldly spirit puts | ceptaverunt. 
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It will suffice for the present purpose to make a few remarks 
on the Sophistical rhetoric in its relation to life and modes 
of thought. ‘Two separate tendencies seem to have mani- 
fested themselves from the very outset among the masters of 
composition. On the one hand, the Sicilian school, repre- 
sented by Gorgias of Leontium, Polus of Agrigentum, and 
their follower, Alcidamas of Elea, in Asia Minor, aimed at 
εὐέπεια, ‘fine speaking.’ On the other hand, the Greek 
school, led by Protagoras, Prodicus, and Hippias, devoted 
themselves more especially to ὀρθοέπεια, ‘correct speaking” 
From these opposite but coneurfent tendencies arose that 
which may be called ‘style’ in Greece, and which did not 
exist, before the middle of the fifth century. 

The achievements of Protagoras and the ‘ Greek’ rheto- 
ricians seem to have amounted to no less than the foundation 
of grammar, etymology, philology, the distinction of terms, 
prosody, and literary criticism. In judging of the so-called 
verbal quibbles of the Sophists, we have to transport our- 
selves to a time anterior to the commonest abstractions of 
grammar and logic. Protagoras was the first to introduce 
that thinking upon words which was one manifestation of 
the subjective tendencies of the day. His work, entitled 
᾿Ορθοέπεια (which is mentioned by Plato, Phadrus, p. 267 
C), most probably contained a variety of speculations, as well 
philological as grammatical. And even his ᾿Αλήθεια appears’ 
from Plato’s Cratylus (p. 391 C) to have touched upon 
etymological questions. From Aristotle's Rhetoric, m1. v., 
we learn that Protagoras was the first to classify the genders 
of nouns, calling them ἄῤῥενα, θήλεα, and σκεύη. From 
Soph. Elench. xiv. § 1, we learn that he considered the ter- 
minations -is and -nf ought to be appropriated to the mas- 
culine gender, so that to say μῆνιν οὐλομένην would be a 
solecism. In the Clouds of Aristophanes (ν. 668-692), 
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Socrates is ludicrously introduced as following out these 
ideas, and wishing to alter the termination of κάρδοπος and 
ἀλεκτρυών to suit the feminine gender. Another of the 
grammatical performances of Protagoras was the classifica- 
tion of the Adyos or ‘form of speech,’ into question, answer, 
command, and prayer (Diogenes Laert. 1x. 53), a classification 
which seems to have had some affinity with that of the 
moods of verbs. The allusions in the Clouds to the art of 
metres, versification, and rhythms, seem to imply the prac- 
tice of similar studies in the school of Protagoras. Lastly, 
his speculations in etymology and language seem to have 
been made in support of his philosophical doctrine of ‘ know- 
ing and being, —zayrev μέτρον ἄνθρωπος (cf. Plato’s Craty- 
lus, Le.). 

Prodicus, who is said to have been the master of Socrates 
(cf. Protagoras, p. 341 A, Hippias Major, p. 282 C), was 
famous for his distinctions between words of cognate signifi- 
cation and apparently synonymous. He is reported to have 
said ‘that a right use of words is the beginning of knowledge’ 
(πρῶτον γὰρ, ds φησι Tpddicos, περὶ ὀνομάτων ὀρθότητος» 
μαθεῖν δεῖ, Euthydem. p. 277 E). In Plato’s Protagoras, 
P- 3373 8 speech is put into his mouth, which exhibits an 
amusing caricature of his style. Every sentence contains a 
verbal refinement, and is thrown back on itself, in order to 
furnish out some antithetical distinction in language. ‘We 
must be impartial, but not indifferent listeners (κοινοὺς μὲν 
εἶναι, ἴσους δὲ μή). The speakers should dispute, not 
wrangle (ἀμφισβητεῖν μὲν, ἐρίζειν 5a μή). So they will gain 
our esteem, rather than our applause (εὐδοκειμοῖτε καὶ οὐκ 
ἐπαινοῖσθε), and we shall feel rather joy than pleasure (εὐ- 
φραινοίμεθα, οὐχ ἡδοίμεθα)» 

In themselves, many of the distinctions drawn by Pro- 
dicus were probably of little value—many were overstrained, 
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and even false ; cf. Charmides, p. 163, where a distinction is 
given which is said to be after the manner of Prodicus:—it 
is between ποίησις and πρᾶξι----πρᾶξις is defined to be 
rolnats τῶν ἀγαθῶν. But we must acknowledge the merit of 
this first attempt at separating the different shades of lan- 
guage, and fixing a nomenclature. The powerful influence 
of this example (not always a healthy one) may be traced 
in the style of Thucydides. And its full development was 
attained in the accurate terminology of Aristotle, 

The short speech assigned to Hippias in the Protagoras 
of Plato (p. 337), and that in Hipp. Maj. p. 282, being 
obvious caricatures, give us still a conception of his manner. 
He appears to have united some of the splendour of the Sici- 
lian school to the self-conscious and introverted writing of 
the Greek rhetoricians, This combination gives the sentences 
attributed to him a shadowy resemblance to the style of Thu- 
eydides, as, for instance, the following :---ὐμᾶς οὖν αἰσχρὸν 
τὴν μὲν φύσιν τῶν πραγμάτων εἰδέναι, σοφωτάτους δὲ ὄντας 
τῶν “Ἑλλήνων καὶ κατ᾽ αὐτὸ τοῦτο νῦν συνεληλυθάτας τῆς Te 
"Ἑλλάδος εἶς αὐτὸ τὸ πρυτανεῖον τῆς σοφίας καὶ αὐτῆς τῆν 
πόλεως εἰς τὸν μέγιστον καὶ ὀλβιώτατον οἶκον τόνδε, μηδὲν 
τούτου τοῦ ἀξιώματος ἄξιον ἀποφήνασθαι (Protag. 337 D). 
Of course here the pomp of the words covers vapidity of 
thought, but one can see the ortward husk and hollow shell 
of style. 

The influence of Gorgias upon the writers of Greece 
probably exceeded that of any other Sopbist. After his 
first essays in speculation, he appears to have renounced 
philosophy, and to have proclaimed himself a teacher of 
rhetoric. He was chosen by his countrymen, the Leontines, 
to come as ambassador to Athens in the year 427 n.0., asking 
aid against. Syracuse. Thueydides (11. 86), with his usual 
reserve on all matters the least extraneous, makes no men- 
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with jest, and his jest with earnest.’‘? Among the imitators 
of Gorgias were Agathon and Isocrates. The speech of 
Agathon in the Symposium of Plato is an example of the 
extreme of the flowery style. Socrates remarks at its con- 
clusion, that he has been almost petrified by the speaking 
Gorgias (7. 6. Gorgon’s) head which Agathon has presented 
to him. The influence of Gorgias may alzo be extensively 
detected in the antitheses (often forced), the balance of 
sentences, and the occasionally poetical diction of Thucy- 
dides. 

Rhetoric, viewed historically, considered as a thinking 
about words and the possibilities of language, was by no 
means, as we have seen, coeval with the origin of states and 
of human thought. It was a somewhat late product of 
civilisation. But it was a path which there was an inherent 
necessity for opening and exploring. From this point of 
view, thanks are due to the more eminent Sophiste for their 
contributions towards the formation of Grecian prose style, 
for developing the idea of the period, and bringing under 
the domain of art that which before was left uncultivated. 
If in their own writing ornament was overdone, they may be 
considered in this, as in other things, to occupy a transition 
place, and to have served as pioneers to others. 

But there is yet another aspect in which rhetoric must 
be regarded, and that is, not merely as an affair of words 
and sentences, but as a direction and phase of thought itself. 
It consists in attention to form, producing neglect of matter 
—in striving for the brilliant and the plausible, instead of 
for the true—in decking out stale thoughts with a fresh 
outer garment of words—in enforcing a conclusion without 


42 Rhet. wt. xviii. 1. Καὶ δεῖν ἔφη | τῶν ἐναντίων γέλωτι, τὸν δὲ γέλωτα 
Γοργίας τὴν μὲν σπουδὴν διαφθείρειν | σπουδῇ, 
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having tested the premises. This takes up the arts of the 
lawyer into the philosopher's or the teacher’s chair; it 
covers its ignorance with a cloak of verbosity; it will never 
confess there is anything it does not know. This most 
truly keeps the key of knowledge, and will neither enter 
in itself nor let other men come in. It speaks things 
which it does not feel; its utterances come from the fancy, 
and not from the heart; its pictures are not taken from 
nature; its metaphors are unnecessary ; its pathos is hollow. 
Tf language be looked on as not separate from thought, but 
identical with it, then is rhetoric false thought, as opposed 
to true. There are, no doubt, various degrees and stages of 
thetorical falsehood. The lightest kind is that which con- 
sists in some slight exaggeration in a word or an expression. 
This often takes place in cases where a speaker or writer fully 
aad sincerely believes the general import of what he is 
amerting; but in setting forth the separate parte he allows 
himself to quit the stern simplicity of what he actually feels. 
Again, when a foregone conclusion has lost its freshness, 
rhetoric is called in in the hope of enlivening it. The most 
flagrant rhetorical falsity would, of course, consist in the 
advocacy of propositions which the speaker not only did not 
believe (in the sense of not feeling or realising them), but 
absolutely disbelieved. As men are not fiends, this is ex- 
tremely rare. Rhetoric usually juggles the mind of the 
speaker as well as of his audience. It takes off the atten- 
tion of both from examining the truth. It is, for the most 
part, well-meaning, and is much rather a defender than an 
impugner of the common orthodox opinions. Hence it was 
that Plato defined rhetoric to be a trick of flattering the 
populace. Hence, also, he said that the Sophists studied 
the humours of society, as one might study the temper of a 
wild beast. In the practice of the Sophiste, Plato saw Rhe- 
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toric and Sophistry*? identical. Sophistry consisted in sut- 
stituting rhetoric for philosophy, words for thoughts (ἐν tots 
ὀνόμασι copitovra: καὶ οὐκ ἐν τοῖς νοήμασι, Xen. Cyneget. l.c.) 
With Plato, philosophy was a higher kind of poetry, in 
which reason and imagination both found their scope. With 
the Sophists, it was a harangue (ἐπέδειξι9) upon any given 
subject, with figures and periods to catch applause. Ari- 
stotle, indeed, was enabled afterwards to look at rhetoric in 
a mere abstract way, as the art of composition, and so to 
separate the Rhetorician from the Sophist, since it was not 
necessary that Rhetoric should be used in a Sophistical 
spirit. But Plato always regards Rhetoric as a false impulse 
in human thought ; he always considers it in the concrete, 
and never as a mere instrument to be used and abused. 
And that the rhetorical spirit is a reality, attaching itself 
above all to the highest subjects, to philosophy and religion, 
and, like the ‘ bloom of decay, luxuriantly overgrowing them, 
—this the experience of all ages and of every thinking man 
can testify. 

But hollow rhetoric is not the only feature of Sophistry, 
either according to modern acceptation, or in the pictures 
drawn by Plato. An even more prominent association con- 
nected with it is—fallacious reasoning. From the original 
meaning of the word σοφίζεσθαι, ‘to devise cleverly,’— 
‘sophism’ naturally stands for a trick in language or thought, 
and Sophistry becomes identical with paralogism used for a 
dishonest purpose. But this is not merely an association 
derived from etymology. Plato and Aristotle both directly 
accuse the Greek ‘Sophists,’ or professional teachers, of the 
practice of consciously using fallacious arguments to suit 
their own purposes. It has of late been ingeniously dis- 


“ Οἱ Gorgias, p. 520 Δ. ταὐτὸν, ὦ μακάρι, ἐστὶ σοφιστὴς καὶ ῥήτωρ. 
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genuous youth, who is rescued from their clutches by So- 
answers, is expressly contrasted with both the statesman and 
the Rhetorician. In Theatetus (p. 154, E) the adverb co- 
diotixds** is used summarily to designate the method of 
captious Eristic, which has no regard to truth, but only to 
vietory, as opposed to honest γένορων ἐμ object is the 
discovery of truth. 

isdn chieacty nen, tin hn eee atactighy lent 
change of front in Plato’s attack on the Sophists, The 
only difficulty in explaining this arises from the doubt 
whether Huthydemus was not one of the earlier dialogues 
of Plato (as indeed it is generally supposed to have been). 
Mr. Sidgwick, however, thinks that from the nature of its 
contents it may be placed in chronological juxtaposition 
with Sophistes. 

However this may be, the difference in view between 
Protagovras, Gorgias, and Republic, on the one hand, and 
Euthydemus and Sophistes, on the other hand, seems to 
point to a historical change that occurred in the character- 
istics of the Greek Sophists. While the early and greater 
Sophists were mainly rhetoricians and declaimers, the later 
Sophists, those of the fourth century s.c., were mainly eristics, 
or perverse dialecticians. Mr. Sidgwick is of opinion that 
this arose from the example ‘of the Socratic mode of dis- 
putation—that Socrates, by showing his triumphantelenchus, 
or refutation of opinions and conclusions which he consi- 
dered unsound, is responsible for the sophistici elenchi, or 
fallacies; those unfair arguments which Aristotle tells us 
were used with the view of astounding the listener, in order 
that out of this pitosas reputation, and out of reputation 


“. ξυγελθόντεν σοφιστικῶς εἰς μάχην τοιαύτην, ἀλλήλων τοὺς Ad-yous τοῖς λόγοις 
ἐκρούομεν, 
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that the kind of fallacies therein represented were habitually 
employed by the Sophists.* As collected and analysed by 
Aristotle, these Sophistical Refututions may claim the 
honour of having well-nigh exhausted the possibilities of 
error in human reasoning. Modern logicians have hardly 
been able to add any new fallacies to the list. 

Aristotle says that ‘Plato gave no bad definition of 
Sophistry in making it to be concerned with the non-exist- 
ent. For the arguments of almost all the Sophists may be 
said to be concerned with the accidental (i.e. that which 
has no absolute existence) ; as, for instance, their question 
whether Coriscus, the musician, is the same as plain Coris- 
cus; whether, by becoming musical, one absolutely comes 
into being, ke. (Metaphys. v. ii. 4). Plato had said (So- 
phist, p. 254 A), that ‘while the philosopher is ever de- 
voted to the idea of the absolutely existent, and thus lives 
in a region which is dark from excess of light, the Sophist, 
on the other hand, takes refuge in the murky region of the 
non-existent.’ This ‘non-existent’ was, as Aristotle ex~- 
plained it, the sphere of the accidental, the conditional, the 
relative, as contrasted with absolute being. Elsewhere we 
find that it was a trick of the Sophists to avail themselves 
of a traditional piece of dialectic ‘older than Protagoras, 
and to argue that to speak falsely was impossible, for that 
would be no less than uttering the non-existent, whereas the 
non-existent has no existence in any sense whatever, and 
therefore to conceive or utter it is impossible (Buthydem. 
pp. 284-286). Plato maintains against this argument, and 
against the doctrines of the Eleatics, that in some sense 
“not-being ἡ has an existence. We see then that to set the 
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sophical doctrines. Yet the two most eminent among those 
who first consented to espouse the profession and to accept the 
name of Sophists, had been beforehand not inconsiderable 
philosophers, and as such had each their respective connec- 
tion with previous schools of philosophy. Thus Sophistry 
may be said to have had a philosophical pedigree of its own. 
As represented in the persons of the two most eminent 
Sophists, it sprang almost simultaneously from the north and 
the south. Also it may be said to have derived its origin more 
or less immediately from two directly opposite schools of 
previous thinkers. Protagoras of Abdera starts from the 
principle of Heraclitus that all is becoming; Gorgias of 
Leontium. took up the Eleatie principle of absolute unity, 
Both Protagoras and Gorgias may be considered to have held 
their character as philosophers in some measure distinct 
from their professional character as rhetoricians and teachers, 
and yet the results of their philosophising coloured their 
teaching. The philosophy of the two ean never be said to 
have amalgamated, and yet it exhibits a common element. 
An accurate statement of the doctrine of Protagoras appears 
in the Theetetus of Plato, which is intended to refute 
it, but which at the same time treats its author with 
all respect. We see at once that it was a profound doctrine, 
and of the greatest importance as a ‘moment’ in philosophy. 
Heraclitus had said that all is motion, or beeoming,—-Pro- 
tagoras analyses this becoming into its two sides, the active 
and the passive, in other words the objective and subjective. 
Nothing exists absolutely, things attain an existence by 
coming in contact with and acting on an organ of sensation, 
that is, ἃ subject. Thus all existence is merely relative, and 
depends in each case on a relation to the individual pereipi- 
ent; and therefore * man is the measure of all things, of the 
existent that they exist, and of things non-existent that they 


‘Milbshaichespetced theanain cacao of philosophy to lift 
men out of their common. unreflecting belief in the absolute 
existence of external objects into so much idealism as this. 
But the principle of Protagoras falls short. in its misconeep- 
tion and too great limiting of the subjective side of exist 
ence, Objects exist only in relation to a subject, but not 
necessarily in relation to individual perceptions. If indivi- 
dual perception is the measure of all things, the same object 
will be capable of contradictory qualities at the same moment, 
according as it appears different to different individuals; 
a'thing can then be and not be at the same time; the dis- 
tinction between true and false will be done away; even 
these results ; he said, ‘What appears true to a person is 
‘true to him, Teannoveall it false, I can only endeavour to 
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was 4 great advance upon former systems, whieh regarded 
knowledge and existence too much as if absolutely objective. 
But Protagoras himself rested in sensationalism, and beeom- 
ing from his own system sceptical about truth altogether, he 
seems to have returned (as above mentioned) to mere prin- 
ciples of expediency. His sensational theory and his scep- 
ticism about knowledge are not to be regarded as Sophistical, 
in the Platonic sense of the word. But with this sceptical 
foundation to all theories, to commence teaching virtue; to 
have thus reduced virtue to a matter of expediency for daily 
life—to have combined such acute penetration with so little 
moral or scientifie earnestness—after exploding philosophy 
to have fallen back upon popular and prudential Ethies— 
this indeed was to exhibit many of the essential features of 
that Sophistry against which Plato directed all his strength. 
We see traces of the same spirit—of acute and active intel- 
leet. combined with a certain trifling and unreality upon the 
gravest: subjects—in the well-known sentence of Protagoras 
on the gods; ‘ Respecting the gods, I neither know whether 
they exist or do not exist; for there is much that hinders 
this knowledge, namely, the obscurity of the subject, and the 
shortness of human tife."” This scepticism, as far as we can 
conjecture its tendency, does not consist in denying the 
Grecian Polytheism in order to substitute in its place some 
deeper conception. It cannot, therefore, be considered pa- 
rallel to the philosophical contempt of Xenophanes and 
others for the fubles of Paganism. Protagoras despairs of a 
theology, and proclaims his despair, and falls back upon 
practical success, 


The celebrated thesis of Gorgias, which formed the sub- 
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ject of his book ‘On Nature, or the Non-existent, and of 
which a sketch is preserved in the Peripatetic treatise, called 
Aristotle's, De Xenophane, Zenone, et Gorgiad, and also in 
Sextus Empiricus (ad Math. vu. 65), is one of the most 
startling utterances of antiquity. It consists of three propo- 
sitions. (1) Nothing exists. (2) If it does exist, it cannot 
be known. (3) If it can be known, it cannot be communi- 
cated.” The extravagant character of this position was de- 
nounced by Isocrates in the opening of his Helen. He is 
speaking of the inveterate habit of defending paradoxes 
which had so long prevailed, and he asks, * Who is so behind- 
hand {(ὀψεμαθήφ) as not to know that Protagoras and the 
Sophists of that time left us compositions of the kind I have 
named, and even more vexatious? for how could anyone 
surpass the audacity of Gorgias, who dared to say that 
nothing of existing things exists?’ Tsoerates adds to the 
name of Gorgias, those of Zeno and Melissus; he had before 
specified os ridiculous paradoxes the theses that ‘it is im- 
possible to: speak falschood that: ‘it is impossible to deny” 
—that ‘all virtue is one —that ‘virtue is a science.’ Else- 
where (De Permutat, § 268), he mentions as the ‘ theories of 
the old Sophists,’ that ‘ the number of existences was, aecord- 
ing to Empedocles, four; according to Ion, three; according 
to Alemzon, two; βεσχλῖναι oy Dyrenetcecied Malone 
one; according to Gorgias, absolutely none.’ We see then 
that the point of view which Isoerates takes is that of so- 
called common sense and practical life—that he declines to 
enter upon philosophical questions at all, He regards the 
absolute Nihilism of Gorgias as belonging to the same sphere 
of thought, only a more flagrant development of it, as the 
ὌΠ ....ὕ.. Tt is always easy to set 
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aside philosophical views as repugnant to common sense, as 
mere subtleties. and useless paradoxes. But: if we enter on 
philosophy at all, we must accept the dialectic of the reason. 
Thedifficulties into which it may lead us must not be rejected 
as subtleties, but acknowledged, and if possible reconciled 
with the views of common sense. 

Philosophy, before Gorgias, had been Soest an 
abstract conception of Being, whether as One or Many. The 
dialectic of the Eleatics had been directed to establish, against 
all testimony of the senses, that the only existence possible is 
one immutable Being. On the other hand, the Ionies main- 
tained the plurality of existences; and Heraclitus especially 
held the exact contrary to the Eleatic view, that there was 
no permanence or unity, but all was plurality and becoming. 
The dialectic of Gorgias coming in here explodes all philo- 
sophy by a demonstration that ‘ nothing exists.’ This part 
of his position he appears to have maintained by bringing 
Eleatic arguments against the Ionic hypothesis, and Ionic 
arguments against the Eleatic hypothesis." ‘If there is 
existence {εἰ δ᾽ ἔστι), it must be either Not-being or Being. 
It cannot be Not-being, else Being will be identical with 
Not-being. It cannot be Being, for then it must be either 
One or Many, either created or unereate, It cannot be One, 
for One implies divisibility, ie. plurality. It cannot be 
Many, for the Many is based upon the unit of which it is 
only the repetition, and is so essentially One. Again, it can- 
not be created, for it must either be created out of the 
existent or the non-existent. It cannot be the former, else 
it would have existed already. It cannot be the latter, for 
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without a beginning, nor as having had a beginning. No 
blame can possibly attach to Gorgias for these speculations, 
nor for the conclusions to which they led. Plato himself, in 
the Parmenides (p. 135 D), urges aud exhorts the young 
philosopher to follow out this sort of dialectic. * You should 

yet young,’ says Parmenides to 
Socrates * im that which the world calls waste of time (τῆν 
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its exact purpose; whether his arguments were meant to 
have a universal validity, or whether they, were only relative 
to the Tonic and Eleatic philosophies. The latter would 
seem to be actually the case, whatever was meant by the 
author himself; for the destructive arguments of Gorgias, 
while they are of force against. previous philosophy, do not 
touch the universe of Plato, in which there was a synthesis 
of the one and the many, of being and not-being. 

The two remaining theses of Gorgias, that being if exist~ 
ent could not be known, and if known could not be com- 
municated,—contain the strongest form of that subjective 
idealism afterwards repeated by Kant. They place an im- 
passable gulf between things in themselves and the human 
mind, We can never know things in themselves; all we 
know is our thought, and the thought is not the thing. Still 
less could we communicate them to others, for by what 
organs could we communicate things in themselves? How 
by speech could we convey even the visible? In this part of 
the dialectic of Gorgias we trace an affinity to the doctrines 
of Protagoras. They each exhibit a tendency to a disbelief 
in the possibility of attaining truth. The scepticism, how- 
ever, does not constitute Sophistry. It was not peculiar to 
the Sophists, but is a characteristic universally of the close 
of the Pre-Socratie era of philosophy. Aristotle speaks 
against it very strongly, but he does not call it Sophistry, he 
attributes it to several great names (Metaphys. 111. ον iv.-v.). 
After arguing against the saying of Protagoras, he mentions 
that, Democritus said ‘ there is no truth, or it is beyond our 
finding’ (Δημόκριτόν γέ φησιν ἤτοι οὐθὲν εἶναι ἀληθὲς ἢ ἡμῖν 
γ᾽ ἄδηλον) that Empedocles said ‘thought changes accord. 
ing as men change ;’ that, Parmenides said in the same way, 
‘thought depends on our physical state;* that Anaxagoras 
said * things ure according as men conceive them.’ Aristotle 
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the most important question with regard to the Sophists;— 
What was their influence upon ethical thought? In the 
first place, then, they obviously must have affected moral 
ideas in Greece simply by talking very much about them. 
Socrates is commonly spoken of as the first moral philosopher, 
and in the pages of Xenophon we find him constantly dis- 
coursing on moral topics. But as in nature, so in the pro- 
gress of the human mind, nothing is done per saltwm; that 
which is great and conspicuous in any line is often called 
‘the first, while its precursors are left out of sight, but with- 
out those precursors it would not have come into existence: 
‘This was in all probability the case with regard to the 
ethical philosophy of Socrates; it was suggested by, and to 
some extent may be considered to have arisen out of, the 
manifold lecturings and disputations of the Sophists. We 
do not gather from Xenophon that there was any marked 
antagonism or polemic. between the real Socrates and the 
whole profession of the Sophists of his day. It is only the 
dramatic Socrates of Plato's fancy that is used as the vehicle 
of Plato’s own disapprobation of certain tendencies which he 
considered to have been manifested by the profession. But 
the historical Socrates is represented by Xenophon as adopting 
and using a discourse of Prodicus; and great as may be the 
differences which to the philosophic eye reveal themselves 
between the essential spirit of Socrates and that of the 
Sophists, to the uncritical eyes of most of his contemporaries 
Socrates doubtless appeared undistinguishable from the other 
professional talkers on virtue, except by the one cireumstance 
that he did not accept fees. Thus it was only natural that 
Aristophanes should, uneritically, include Socrates in what 
was with him a very wide class of persons, and should couple 
Soerates and Prodicus together as chief ‘in wisdom and 
gnomic thought, of the transcendental Sophists of the day, 
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in all its complexity, the moral truth which they are in- 
tended to convey. The ‘Choice of Hercules* would make it 
appear as if the allurements of vice were exterior to us, as if 
*Hereules’ had merely to select, to the best of his judg- 
ment, between two external objects offered to him. But this 
leaves out of consideration the enemy within the camp, the 
εὐθήματον αὑτὸν mentioned by Aristotle (Zth. m1. i. 11), the 
fact that temptation is in ourselves, and consists in our own 
nature, which does not leave us free to make cool judgments 
and to act upon them. All such psychological refinements 
had, however, to be developed later, 

Several parts of the exhortation which Prodicus puts into 
the mouth of Virtue are full of merit ; a noble perseverance 
and manliness of character are inculeated; and in the de- 
nunciation of vice the following fine sentence occurs: * You 
never hear that which is the sweetest sound of all, self- 
approbation ; and that which is the fairest of all sights you 
neyer see, a good deed done by yourself!’ There is some- 
thing rather rhetorical in the complexion of this discourse, 
even as it is given by the Socrates of Xenophon, and he con- 
eludes it by saying, ‘ Prodicus dressed up his thoughts in far 
more splendid language than I have used at present.’ But 
against the moral orthodoxy of the piece not a word can be 
said, and we may safely assert, that had all the discourses of 
the Sophists been of this churacter, they would not have 
fallen into such general bad repute as teachers. 

Plato never represents the Sophists as teaching lax mo- 
mality to their disciples, He does not make sophistry to 
consist in the holding wicked opinions; on the contrary, he 
represents it as only too orthodox in general, but capable 
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the moral convictions than directly attacks them. It is 
easy to see how this came about. Greece was now full of 
men professing to * teach virtue.’ They were ingenious, ac- 
complished, rivals to each other, above all things desirous of 
attracting attention. ‘heir talk was on a trite subject, on 
which it was necessary to say something new. The proce- 
dure of the Sophists was twofold, either it was rhetorical 
or dialectical. They either (1) tricked out the praises of 
justice and virtue with citations from the old poets, with 
ornaments of language, and with allegories and personifica~ 
tions. Of this latter kind of discourse we have a specimen 
in the ‘Choice of Hercules,’ and again we have the sketch 
or skeleton of a moral declamation which Hippias, in Plato’s 
dialogue (Hipp. Major, p. 286), says he has delivered with 
great success, and is about to deliver again. The framework is 
simple enough. Neoptolemus, after the fall of Troy, is sup- 
posed to have asked Nestor’s advice for his future conduct. 
Nestor replies by suggesting many noble maxims. ‘’Tis a 
fine piece,’ says Hippias complacently, * well arranged, espe~ 
cially in the matter of the language.’ Such like eomposi- 
tions of the Sophists form a sort of parallel to the popular 
preaching of the present day. Or else (2) they gave an 
idea of their own power and subtlety, by skirmishes of lan- 
guage, by opening up new points of view with regard to 
common every-day duties, and making the old notions 
appear strangely inverted. All the while that they thus 
argued, no doubt they professed to be maintaining a mere 
logomachy. But to an intellectual people like the Greeks 
there would be something irresistibly fascinating in this new 
mental exercitation. Aristophanes represents the conserva- 
tive abhorrence which this new spirit awakened. He depicts 
in a caricature a new kind of education in which everything 
is sophisticated, that is, tampered with by the intellect.. A 
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then, a question comes before a man; he is asked, what is 
the right ? He gives some such answer as he has been taught, 
buat is straightway refuted. He tries again and is again 
refuted. And when this has happened pretty often, he is 
reduced to the opinion, that nothing is more right than 
wrong; and in the same way it happens about the just and 
the good and all that he before held in reverence. On this, 
naturally enough, he abandons his allegiance to the old 
principles and takes up with those that he before resisted, 
and so from a good citizen he becomes lawless’ (Repub. pp. 
537-535). It is obvious that the process of dialectic here 
described consists in nothing more than starting the diffi- 
culties, in other words, stating the question of morals. Plate 
does not here attribute antinomian conclusions to the teachers 
of dialectic; he speaks of the disciple himself drawing these, 
from a sort of impatience, having become dissatisfied with 
his old moral ideas, and not waiting to substitute deeper 
ones, 

Throughout his dialogues Plato does not attribute lax or 
paradoxical sentiments to the greater Sophists; he puts these 
in the mouths of their pupils, such as Callicles, the pupil of 
Gorgias, or of the inferior and less dignified Sophists, as 
Thrasymachus, Sophistry consists for the most part in out- 
ward conformity, with a seepticism at the core; hence it tends 
to break out and result occasionally in paradoxical morality, 
which it is far from holding consistently asa system. We 
shall have quite failed to appreciate the true nature of 
Saphistry, if we miss perceiving that the most sophistical 
thing about it is its chameleon-like character. One of the 
most celebrated ‘points of view’ of the Sophists was the 
Opporition between nature and conyention. Aristotle speaks 
af this opposition in a way which represents it to have been 
in wae among them merely as a mode of arguing, not as a 
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should call ‘subjective.’ These reflections indicate the first 

dawn of Ethics. They show that philosophy bas now come 
to recognise a new sphere; beyond and distinct from the 
eternal laws of being there is the phenomenon of human 
society, with its ideas and institutions. The first glance at 
these sces in them only the variable as contrasted with the 
permanent, mere convention as opposed to nature. Ethics 
at its outset by no means commences with questions abont, 
the individual, It separates ‘society’ from ‘nature,’ras its 
first distinction. This was because in Greece the man was 
so much merged into the citizen; even Aristotle says'*the 
state is prior to the individual ;’ the individual has no mean- 
ing except asa member of the state. It is a subsequent step 
to separate the individual from society: first sophistically, 
for the sake of introducing an arbitrary theory of morals; 
at last, philosophically, to show that right is only valid when 
acknowledged by the individual conscionsness, but at the 
same time that the broad distinctions of right and’ wrong 
are more objective and permanent than anything else, more 
absolutely to be believed in than even the logic of the in- 
tellect. 

Looking at the Sophists rather as the promulgators than 
as the inventors of this opposition between φύσις and νόμον, 
we see it applied in the person of Callicles, their sup- 
posed pupil (Gorgias, pp. 483-484), to support crude, para- 
doxical, and anti-social doctrines ; to maintain that nature’s 
right is might, while society’s right (which is unnatural, and 
forced upon us for the benefit of the weak) is justice and 
obedience to the laws. It isa carrying out of exactly the 
same point of view, to say, as Thrasymachus is made to do in 
the Republic of Plato (p. 338 C), that justice is *the advantage 
of the stronger.” This position is there treated as a mere 
piece of * Eristic.’ It is met by arguments that are themselves 
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themselves up as teachers of the highest subjects, and in lieu 
of being devoted to truth for its own sake exhibit a tinge of 
worldly self-interest, there is a reappearance of the ‘ Sophistic’ 
spirit. ' 

In the relation of the Sophists to society in general, the 
question has been raised, Did they impair the morality of 
Greece? The answer must be a mixed one. Owing to the 
influence of the Sophists, and also to other causes, thought 
was less simple in Greece at the end of the fifth century than 
it had been at the beginning. Between the age of Pisistratus 
and that of Alcibiades, the fruit of the tree of knowledge had 
been tasted. Men had passed from an unconscious into a 
conscious era, ΑἹ] that double-sidedness with regard to ques- 
tions, which is found throughout the pages of Thucydides, 
and which could not possibly have been written a hundred 
years before, is a specimen of the results of the Sophistical era. 
The age had now become probably both better and worse. It 
was capable of greater good and of greater evil. A character 
like that of Socrates is far nobler than any that a simple 
stage of society is capable of producing. ‘The political decline 
of the Grecian states alone prevented the full development of 
what must be regarded as a higher civilisation. The era of 
the Sophists then must be looked upon as a transition period 
in thought—as a necessary, though in itself unhappy, step 
in the progress of the human mind. The subjective side of 
knowledge and thought was now opened. Philosophy fell 
into abeyance for a while, under the scepticism of Protagoras 
and Gorgias, but only to find a new method in Socrates and 
Plato. Ethics had never yet existed asa science. Popular 
moralising and obedience to their laws, was all the Greeks 
had attained to, But now discussions on virtue, on the laws, 
on justice, on happiness, were heard in every corner; at times 
thetorical declamation; and at times subtle 
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we may succeed in establishing a few points at all events: 
about Socrates, and in discerning where the doubt lies about 
others. There seems to be no reason whatever against re- 
ceiving in their integrity the graphic personal traits which 
Plato has recorded of his master, The description of him, 
which is put into the mouth of Alcibiades at the end of the 
Symposium, seems to have in view the exhibition, in the 
econerete, of those highest philosophic qualities which had 
before been exhibited in the abstract. Plato does not shrink 
from portraying the living irony which there was in the 
appearance of Socrates, his strange and grotesque exterior 
covering, like the images of Silenus, a figure of pure gold 
within. Other peculiarities of the man have a still deeper 
significance, being more essentially connected with his mental 
qualities. Not only did he excite attention by a robustness 
and versatility of constitution which could bear all extremes, 
but also by another still more strange idiosyncrasy ; he seems 
to have been liable to fall into fits of abstraction, almost 
amounting to trances. During the siege of Potidma, while on 
service in the Athenian camp, he is recorded to have stood 
fixed in one attitude a whole night through, and when the 
sun rose to have roused himself and saluted it, and so re- 
tured to his tent, It has been observed that the peculiar 
nervous constitution which could give rise to this tendency, 
and which seems to have an affinity to the clairvoyance of 
Swedenborg and others among the moderns, was probably 
connected with that which Socrates felt to be unusual in him- 
self, that which he called τὸ δαιμόνιον, the supernatural,’ an 
instinctive power of presentiment which warned and deterred 
him from certain actions, apparently both by considerations 
of personal well-being, and the probable issue of things, and 
Rene meee ακύμαν us to sight end wrong. This ¢ super- 
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to have been shared, in exceedingly rare instances, by others) 
cannot be resolved into the voice of conscience, nor reason, 
nor into the association of a strong religious feeling with 
moral and rational intuitions, nor again into anything merely 
physical and mesmeric, but it was probably a combination, 
in greater or less degrees, of all. There are other parts of 
the personal character of Socrates which are also parts of his 
philosophical method ; for his was no mere abstract system, 
that could be conveyed in a book, but a living play of sense 
and reason; the philosopher could not be separated from the 
man. Of this Xenophon gives us no idea. But in Plato's 
representation of the irony of Socrates we have surely not 
only a dramatic and imaginative creation, but rather a mar- 
yellous reproduction (perhaps artistically enhanced) of the 
actual truth, To this Aristotle bears witness, in stating asa 
simple fact that ‘ Irony often consists in disclaiming qualities 
that are held in esteem, and this sort of thing Socrates used 
to do’ (Eth. tv. vii. 14). The irony of Socrates, like any 
other living characteristic of a man, presents many aspects 
from which it may be viewed. It has (1) a relative signi- 
ficance, being used to encounter, and tacitly to rebuke, ‘rash 
speaking, and every kind of presumption. It was thus 
relative to a Sophistical and Rhetorical period, but has also 
a universal adaptability under similar circumstances. (2) It 
indicates a certain moral attitude as being suitable to philo- 
sophy, showing that in weakness there is strength. (3) It 
is a part of good-breeding, which by deference holds its 
own, (4) It is a point of style, a means of avoiding 
dogmatism, (5) It is an artifice of controversy, inducing an 
adversary to expose his weakness, maintaining a negative and 
critical position. (6) It is full of humour ; and this humour 
consists in an intellectual way of dealing with things, in a 
contrast between the conscious strength of the wise man and 
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alone, Plato, knew him and has handed down to us the idea 
of his life. When now we come to his doctrines, Plato, as is 
acknowledged, ceases to be a trustworthy guide. ‘The sublime 
developments of philosophy made by the disciple are with a 
ΜΡ ΒΑ aiawitarrcetin, pet Jato the seoatl ob: Sha aman 
in order to assign to Socrates, 


h 1 of research ; but to be always right is, 
an can be expected.’ ‘The discourses of 
ἃ for the dialogues of Plato, which is the 
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n Eth. vu xiii, 5), and not to the 
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Socrates of literature. ‘The most important passages of this 
kind are where he draws a distinction between Socrates and 
Plato, and states their relation to each other; cf. Metaphys. 
1. vi. 2, xt. iv. 3~5. The second of these passages contains 
ἃ repetition and an expansion of the former; it may, there- 
fore, be quoted alone. Aristotle is relating the history of the 
doctrine of Ideas. He tells us how it sprang from a belief in 
the Heraelitean principle of the flux of sensible things, and 
the necessity of some other and permanent existences, if 
thought and knowledge were to be considered possible. He 
proceeds, that Socrates now entered on the discussion of the 
ethical virtues, and was the first to attempt a universal defi- 
nition of them—definition, except in the immature essays of 
Democritus and the Pythagoreans, having had no existence 
previously. ‘Socrates was quite right in seeking a definite, 
determinate conception of these virtues (εὐλόγως ἐξήτει τὸ ti 
iorw), for his object was to obtain a demonstrative reasoning 
(συλλογίξεσθαι), and such reasonings must commence with a 
determinate conception. The force of dialectic did not yet 
exist, by means of which, even without a determinate concep- 
tion (ywpis τοῦ τί ἐστι), it is possible to consider contraries, 
and to enquire whether or not there be the same science of 
things contrary to one another. There are two things that 
we may fairly attribute to Socrates, his inductive discourses 
{rovs + ἐπακτικοὺς Adyous) and his universal “definitions. 
These wniversals, however, Socrates did not make transcen- 
dental and self-existent (χωριστά), no more did he his defini- 
tions. But the Platonists made them transcendental, and 
then called such existences Ideas.’ 

This interesting passage assigns to Socrates, first, his 
subjects of enquiry, namely, the ethical virtues ; second, his 
philosophical method, which was to fix a determinate con- 
ception or universal definition of these, by means of inductive 
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discourses, by an appeal to experience and analogy. His 
definition was an immense advance on anything which had 
gone before, and yet it-fell far short of the Platonic point of 
view. ‘The reasoning of Socrates was demonstrative or syllo~ 
nitely fixed so as to exclude one another. He knew nothing 
of that higher dialectic, which, setting aside the first limited 
and fixed conception of a thing, from which the contrary of 
that thing is wholly exeluded, asks, Is there not the same 
science of things contrary to each other? Is not a thing 
inseparable from, and in a way identical with, its contrary ? 
Ts not the one also many, and the many one? In another 
point also the conceptions formed by Socrates differed from 
the Ideas of Plato—that they had no absolute existence, they 
had no world of their own apart from the world of time and 
space, We see, then, the gulf which is set by this account of 
Aristotle’s between the historic Socrates and the Socrates of 
Plato. The historic Socrates was quite excluded from that 
sphere of contemplation on which the Platonic philosopher 
enters (Répub. p. 510), where all hypotheses and alll sensible 
objects are left out of sight, and the mind deals with pure 
Tdeas alone. Aceording to Aristotle, Socrates had not attained 
to the higher dialectic which Plato attributes to him. No 
doubt, however, Plato discerned in the method which Socrates 
employed ‘in his conversations,—in his enquiring spirit, in 
his effort to connect a variety of phenomena with some gene- 
ral Iaw, in his habit of testing this law by appeals to fresh 
experience and phenomena,— hints and indications of a phi- 
losophy which could rise above mere empirical generalisations. 
‘The method was not so much to be changed as carried further, 
nant 
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self to ethical enqniries,° This entirely coincides with the 
saying of Xenophon, that ‘he never ceased discussing human 
affairs, asking, What is piety? what is impiety? what is the 
noble? what the base? what is the just? what the unjust? 
what is temperance? what is madness? what is a state? 
what constitutes the character of a citizen? what is rule 
over man? what makes one able to rule ?’ (Memor. τ. i. 16.) 
In all this we see the foundation of moral philosophy as 
a science, and hence Socrates is always called the first moral 
philosopher. But we have already remarked (see above, pp. 
142 and 149) that the way was prepared for Socrates by 
Archelaus, by the Sophists, and by the entire tendencies of 
the age. There is another saying about Socrates which is a 
still greater departure from the exact historical truth, namely, 
that he divided science into Ethics, Physics, and Logie, It is 
quite a chronological error to attribute to him this distinet 
view of the divisions of science. He never separated his 
method of reasoning from his matter, nor could he ever have 
made the method of reasoning into a separate science. In 
Plato even, Logic has no separate existence; there is only 
a dialectic which is really metaphysics. And we may go 
further, aud say that in Aristotle Logic has no one name, and 
does not form a division of philosophy, Again, Socrates pro- 
bably never used the word Ethics to designate his favourite 
study. If he had used any distinctive term, he would have 
said Politics. With regard to Ethics also, we may affirm that 
in Plato they are not as yet.a separate science, and in Aristotle 
only becoming so. As to Physics, Socrates appears rather to 
have denied their possibility, than to have established their 
existence as a branch of philosophy, The above-mentioned 
division is probably not older than the Stoics, 
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to the sentence of death—his belief in the 
immorality of the sou. But on this point also we can only 
of impression is left on our minds by 
the records of the last conversations of Socrates, as severally 
furnished by Plato and by Xenophon. In Xenophon’s Memo~ 
rabilia. and Apologia Socratis ™ Socrates is asked whether he 
has prepared his defence. nacht emai ssntne eas = - 
has been a preparation, for he has never acted unjustly.’ 
is possible that this answer might have had a double mean- 
ing: onthe one hand a literal meaning—that his conduct 
‘waa the best answer to his acousers ; on the other hand a reli~ 
‘ ha walelatbgpenece er 4 
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the hands of posterity, being confident they will givea right 
verdict between him and his judges. The only sentence 
recorded by Xenophon (besides the one above mentioned) that 
admits the possibility of being referred to a future life, is 
where Socrates is mentioned to have said in reference to 
Anytus, * What a worthless fellow is this, who seems not to 
know that whichever of us has done best and most profitably 
for all time (εἰν τὸν ἀεὶ χρόνον), he is the winner.’ In this 
saying, Plato might have discovered a reference to immorta- 
lity, but Xenophon takes it to mean merely ‘the long 
run,’ applying it to the bad way in which the son of Anytus 
afterwards turned out. If we separate from the speeches 
recorded by Xenophon the allusion which Socrates makes 
to his ‘supernatural sign,’ which shows a sort of belief in 
a religions sanction to the course he was taking ;—the rest 
resolves itself into a very enlightened calculation and balance 
of gain against loss in submitting to die. The Phado 
of Plato has elevated this feeling into something holy; it 
puts out of sight those parts of the caleulation which con- 
sisted in a desire to eseape from the pains of age by a pain- 
Jess death, and in a regard to the opinion of posterity ; and 
it makes prominent and all-absorbing the desire for that 
condition on which the soul is to enter after death. Were it 
not for Plato, we should have had an entirely different im- 
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Zeller points out that even in the 
Apology of Plato (whichis probably the 
most hivtorieal of all Plato's detinea- 


pose that he considered the existence 
of the soul after death to bo probable, 
although he did not protond to any 


tions of Socrates), Socrates expresses | certain knowledge on the point. (See 


himself with doubt and caution on the 
subject of the immortality of the soul. 
(p.q0C.) Attho same time Zeller cally 
altention to the discourse on immor- 
tality put into the mouth of the dying 
Cyrus in the Cyropedia of Xenophon, 
as probably representing the mind of 
Socrates, ‘so that we are fain to sup- 


Soorates and the Svoratio Schools, 
translated from the German of Dr. 
E, Zeller by Ο. J. Reichel, ὅσο, Lonion, 
1868,) Zellor's account of Socrates 
is admirable and exhaustive, The 
above pages, written many years ago, 
only aim ut giving a suggestive ont- 
lino, 
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σε τος γερο γρλρργηεαραγρανελθηρηβιθιαναρλοε προσ: 
‘Stoical resignation and firmness,—an act indeed which con- 
tains in itself historically the germ of Stoicism, ‘The narra- 
tive of Xenophon no doubt misses something which Plato 
could appreciate, but it at all events enables us to understand 
how both the Gynie and Cyrenaie morality piggies mins 
teaching and life of Socrates, Ὁ 

One more point is worth notice in the rr 
Apology of Socrates. It is the way he answers the charge of 
corrupting youth. ‘Having protested against the notion of 
his teaching vice to any, when Melétus further urges, * Why, 
Thave known those whom you have persuaded not to obey 
their parents;* Socrates replies, ‘ Yes, about education, for 
this is @ subject they know that I have studied. seed 
state affairs and war you choose as your leaders those ὑπῆν 
are skilled in these matters; is it not absurd, then, if there is 
free trade in other things, that in the most important interest 
of all, education, I should not be allowed to have the credit 
‘of being better skilled than other men?’ The fallacy of this 
προτοῦ a had Socrates claimed to be chosen 
Education’ by the same persons who voted for 
the Generals, or had he succeeded in per- 
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words recorded, Viewing this attitude of Socrates merely 
from the outside, one can justify, in a manner, the cari- 
cature of it drawn by Aristophanes. We see from this point 
of view how Socrates was a Sophist, and must have exhibited 
a merely Sophistical appearance to many of his contempo- 
raries. But from another point of view, looking at the in- 
ternal character and motives of the man, his purity and 
nobility of mind, his love of truth, his enthusiasm (Schwéiir- 
merei, as the Germans would call it), his obedience to some 
mysterious and irresistible impulse, and his genius akin to 
madness,—we must call him the born antagonist and utter 
antipodes of all Sophistry. There is an opposition and a 
contradiction of terms in all great teachers. While they are 
the best men of their times, they seem to many wicked, and 
the corrupters of youth. The flexibility and ardour of youth 
make the young the most ready disciples of a new and elevated 
doctrine. But this goes against the principle that the children 
should honour the parents. Hence a great teacher sets the 
‘children against the fathers’; and the higher morality which 
he expounds, being freer and more independent of positive 
laws; being more based on what is right in itself, and on the 
individual consciousness and apprehension of that right,— 
tends also in weaker natures to assume the form of license. 
This is one application of the truth, that new wine cannot 
safely be put into old bottles. 

The positive results that are known to us of the ethical 
philosophy of Socrates are of course but few. Aristotle's allu- 
sions restrict themselves virtually to one point—namely, the 
theory that ‘Virtue is a science.’ This doctrine is mentioned 
in its most general form Eth, (Kud.) v1. xiii. 3. Its applica- 
tion to courage is mentioned, Eth. m1, viii. 6—that Socrates 
said courage wasascience. And the corollary of the doctrine, 
that incontinence is impossible, for it is impossible to know 
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what is best and ποῦ υἰθρμαιμαμεί 3 
ii 1. ‘These allusions agree equally with the representations 
of Plato and of Xenophon, we may therefore treat them as 
historical. It remains to ask what was the occasion, the 
meaning, and the importance of this saying that ‘ Virtue is a 
teience.’ The thought of Socrates was so far from being an 
abstract theory, it was so intimately connected with life and 
reulity, that we are enabled to conceive how this proposition 
grew up in his mind, as a result of his age and circumstances, 
(1) It was connected with a sense of the importance of edu- 
cation. This feeling was no doubt caused in part by the pro- 
cedure of the Sophists, which had turned the attention of all 
to general cultivation, and especially to ethical instruction. 
The question began now to be mooted, whether virtue—e.g., 
courage, could be taught? (cf. Xen. Memor. 11. ix. 1.) 
Socrates appears on this question to have taken entirely the 
side of the advocates of education. The difficulties which are 
shown to attach to the subject in the Meno of Plato we may 
consider to be a later development of thought, subsequent 
even in the mind of Plato to Protagoras, Laches, &c. We 
may specify three different stages of opinion as to the 
question, Can virtue be taught? The Sophists said ‘Yes,’ 
from an over confidence of pretensions, and from not realising 
the question with sufficient depth. Socrates said ‘ Yes,’ giving 
ἃ new meaning to the assertion; wishing to make action into 
a kind ofart, to make self-knowledge and wisdom predominate _ 
τί οὸ τεῆς Plato said “No? from a feeling of 

the deep and spiritual character of the moral impulses. He 
ara depelenaaen from heaven 
rent to those who are destined to receive it’ Aristotle, 
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taking again the human side, would say ‘ Yes,’ implying, 
however, that: the formation of habits was an essential part: of 
teaching, and allowing also for some differences in the natural 
disposition of men. (2) This doctrine was connected with 
the inductive and generalising spirit of Socrates, it was an 
attempt to bring the various virtues, which Gorgias used to 
enumerate separately (of. Plato, Meno, p. 71, Aristot. Politics, 
I. xiii, 10), under one universal law. Thus the four cardinal 
virtues, justice, temperance, courage, and wisdom, he reduced 
all to wisdom, (3) The doctrine had two sides, It on the 
one hand contained implicitly the theory of * habits,’ but was 
at the same time a sort of empiricism. * Courage consists in 
being accustomed to danger.’ (‘This is the expression of the 
doctrine given, Xen, Memorab. 11. ix. 2, and Aristot. Bth. 11. 
viii. 6.) On the other hand, it implied rather self-knowledge, 
and a consciousness of a law; which is quite above all mere 
acquaintance with particulars, This is drawn out in the 
Laches, where courage is shown to consist in the knowledge 
of good and evil; and in the Republic it is described as that 
highest. kind of presence of mind, which maintains a hold of 
right principles even amidst danger. (4) We have said that 
Socrates wished to make action into a kind of art. It seems 
to have been a favourite analogy with him to remark that 
the various craftsmen studied systematically their own crafts; 
but that Politics (which would include the direction of indi-~ 
vidual life) was not so learned. Out of this analogy, no 
doubt, sprang the further conclusion that human life must 
have its own proper function (ἔργον, οἵ, Repwh. p. 353). 
Virtue, then, according to the point of view of Socrates, 
became the science of living. So expressed, the doctrine 
easily takes ἃ utilitarian and somewhat selfish turn ; as, indeed, 
it does in the Protagoras, where virtue is made the seience 
of the good, but ‘ the good’ is identified with pleasure, Under 
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(5) It lays the foundation for conscious morality, by placing 
the grounds of right and wrong in the individual reason. It 
forms the contradiction to the Sophistical saying, ‘ justice is 
a conyention’ (νόμῳ), by asserting that ‘justice is a science, 
that is, something not depending on society and external 
authority, but existing in and for the mind of the individual. 2 
The Peripatetics improved upon this—pointing out that - 
Socrates, instead of identifying virtue with the rational te 
consciousness, should have said it must coincide with the τὰς 
tional consciousness ; in other words, that his formula ignored 

all distinction between the reason and the will. 

This defect in the definition of Socrates “exhibits one of 

the characteristics of early Ethics, namely, that they contain 
extremely little psychology. At first men are content with 

the rudest and most elementary mental distinctions ; after- 

wards greater refinements are introduced. Plato’s threefold 

division of the mind into Desire, Anger, and Reason, was the 

‘first scientific attempt of the kind. But even in Plato, the 
distinction between the moral and the intellectual sides of our 
Saat Partly we shall see that this 
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possible. The argument, however, is a fallacy because it 
leaves out of sight the ambiguity of the word good. Good 
is either means or end. All men wish for the good as an 
end; that is, good as a whole, as a universal. All wish for 
happiness and a good life, But good as a means does not 
always recommend itself. The necessary particular steps 
appear irksome or repulsive. Hence, as it is said by Eu- 
demus, Κλ, vu. iii. 5, a distinction must be drawn with 
regard to this phrase ‘knowing the good.’ In one sense a 
man may know it, in another not. Undoubtedly, if a per~ 
fectly clear intellectual conviction of the goodness of the end, 
and of the necessity of the means, is present to a man, he 
cannot act otherwise than right. 

There was another paradox connected with the primary 
doctrine of Socrates. It was that injustice, if voluntary, is 
better than ifinvoluntary. This startling proposition appears 
to gainsay all the instincts of the understanding, and its 
contradictory is assumed by Eudemus {ΕἼ}. v1, v. 7). But it 
is stated by Socrates, and supported by arguments (Xen. 
Memorab. 1. ii. 20), and it is again maintained dialectically, 
though confessed to be a paradox, in Plato’s dialogue called 
Hippias Minor. The key to the paradox is to be found 
in this, that the proposition asserts, that if it were possible 
to act. with injustice voluntarily, this would be better than if 
the same act were done involuntarily. But by hypothesis it 
is impossible for a man really todo wrong knowingly. It 
would be a contradiction in terms, since wrong is nothing 
else than ignorance. Therefore the wise man can only do 
what is seemingly wrong, His acts are justified to himself 
and are really right. The effect of this proposition is to 
enforce the principle that wisdom and knowledge are the first 
things, and action the second. The same is expressed in the 
Republic of Plato (p. 382 B), where it is asserted that 
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the purest and most unmixed lie is neil ἀνύει 
knows what is true and the tongue says what is false, but 
where the mind thinks what is false. Mutatis mutandis, 
we might compare these tendencies in the Socratic teach- 
ing to the elevation of Faith over Works in theological 
controversy. 

The dialectical difficulties of morality characteristic of the 
Sophistical era appear from Xenophon’s account to have fre- 
quently occupied the attention of Socrates. Thus Aristippus 
is recorded to have assailed him with the question whether 
he knew anything good. Whatever he might specify, it would 
have been easy to show that this was, from some points of 
view, an evil. Socrates, being aware of the difficulty, evaded 
the question by declining to answer it directly. He said, 
© Do you ask if I know anything good for a fever? or for the 
ophthalmia? or for hunger? For if you ask me if I know 
any good, that is good for nothing, I neither know it, nor 
wish to know it’ (Xen, Memorab. m1. viii. 3). This answer 
implies the relative character of the term good. The puzzle 
of Aristippus was meant to consist in playing off the relative 
against the absolute import of ‘good.’ Other subtleties 
Socrates is mentioned to have urged himself, as for instance 
in the conversation with Enthydemus (Memora. rv. 2), whose 
intellectual pride he wished to humble, he shows that all the 
acts (such as deceiving, lying, &c.) which are first. specified 
as acts of injustice, can in particular cases appear to be just. 
In fact, the unsatisfactoriness of the common conceptions of 
Ss a inno duntownaive of 
Plato. It is probable that the historic Socrates would really 
in the argument on justice as far as the 
m of the first book of Republic. For the develop- 
the later theory he perhaps furnished hints and 
ich Plato understood and seized, and buried in 
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as mon | Teeue Iv Geyrmes they grew up imto comething 
Be Sofeeean om whin Svemsces lund consciously attained to. 
The Savene of Scerues Lad a eiement in common with 
thar Cite Sophia, mamely. 35 disurbed the popular con- 
mecics yn mora] subjects. [1 bud thi: different from them, 
api wlist eastituted its claim w be τοῖς merely a destructive, 
τῶν alee a ovpstructive metbod—it always implied (1) that 
there was a higher and truer conceptisn to be discovered by 
teaght awd rewarch; (2) it seized upce ἔπε permanent 
and universal ideas amidst the mass of what was fluctuating 
and relative; (3) it left the impression that the most really 
moral view must after all be the true one. 

The many-tided life of Socrates gave an impulse, as is well 
known, to a variety of schouls of philosophy. It is usual to 
divide these into the imperfect and the perfect Socraticists ; 
the Megarians, who represented only the dialectic element in 
Socrates, and the Cynics and Cyrenaics, who represented each 
a different phase of his ethical tradition, being considered as 
the imperfect Socraticists ; and Plato being esteemed the full 
representative and natural development of all sides of his 
master’s thought. Plato is so near to Aristotle, and is such a 
world in himself, that we may well leave his ethical system 
in its relation to Aristotle for separate consideration. An 
accuunt of the Megarian school belongs rather to the history 
of Metaphysics. The Cynics and Cyrenaics then alone remain 
to be treated of in the present part of our sketch of the pre- 
Aristotelian morals. 

The Cynical and Cyrenaic philosophies were each, as has 
been remarked, rather a mode of life than an abstract theory 
or system. But as every system may be regarded as the 
development into actuality of some hitherto latent possibility 
of the intellect, so these modes of life may be regarded each 
as the natural development of a peculiar direction of the 
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superficial differences,and in various modifications by different 
individuals. And many a man has essentially in the bias of 
his mind been a follower of Aristippus. ‘Each of these schools 
was an exaggeration of a peculiar aspect of the life of Socrates. 
Tf we abstract all the Platonic picture of the urbanity, the 
bappy humour, and at the same time the sublime thought of 
Socrates, and think only of the barefooted old man, indefatig- 
ably disputing in the open streets, and setting himself against 
society, we recognise in him the first of the Cynics. Again, 
if we think of him to whom all circumstances seemed in- 
different, who spoke of virtue as the science of the conduct of 
life, and seemed at times to identify pleasure with the good, 
‘we can understand how Aristippus, the follower of Socrates, 
was also founder of the Cyrenaic seet. Several points these 
‘two opposite schools seem to have had in common. (1) They 
started from a common principle, namely, the assertion of the 
individual consciousness and will, as being above all outward 
convention and custom, free and self-responsible. (2) They 
agreed in disregarding all the sciences, which was a mistaken 
carrying out of the intentions of Socrates. (3) They stood 
equally aloof from society, from the cares and duties of a 
citizen. (4) They seem both to have upheld the ideal of a 
wise man, as being the exponent of universal reason, and the 
only standard of right and wrong. ‘This ideal was no doubt, 
onality of Socrates. We find a sort of 


istotle in his Hthies {π|, vi. 15), where 
γέμον to be the criterion of all virtue. The 
ποτ τ ἀθουτν πρὸ θαι 
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ὡς institutions of society; it implies discerning the unreality of 
the shows of the world and angrily despising them ; it implies 
a sort of embittered wisdom, as if the follies of mankind were 
an insult to itself. 
We may ask, How far did the procedure of the early Cynies 
justify this implication? On the whole, very much. The 
anecdotes of Antisthenes and Diogenes generally describe 
them as being true ‘ Cynies,’ in the modern sense of the word. 
Their whole life was a protest’ against society : they lived in 
the open air; they slept in the porticos of temples; they 
begged; Diogenes was sold as a slave. They despised the 
feelings of patriotism : war and its glory they held in repug- 
nance ; * Thus freed,’ says M. Renouvier, ‘from all the bonds 
of ancient society, isolated, and masters of themselves, they 
lived immovable, and almost divinised in their own pride.” 
Their hard and ascetic life set. them above all wants. ‘TI 
would rather be mad, said Antisthenes, ‘than enjoy pleasure.” 
They broke through the distinction of ranks by associating 
with slaves. And yet under this self-abasement was greater 
pride than that against which they protested. Socrates is 
reported to have said, * I see the pride of Antisthenes through 
the holes in his mantle.’ And when Diogenes exclaimed, 
while soiling with his feet the carpet of Plato, ‘Thus I tread 
on Plato’s pride, ‘Yes; said Plato, ‘with greater pride of 
your own.’ The Cynics aimed at a sort of impeccability ; 
they were equally to be above error and above the force of 
circumstances. To the infirmities of age, and even to death 
itself, they thought themselves superior; over-doing the 
example of Socrates, they resorted to a voluntary death when 
they felt weakness coming on, and such an act they regarded 
as the last supreme effort of virtue. As their political theory, 
they appear to have maintained a doctrine of communism, 
This seems to have been extended even to a community of 
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ἘΣ τῶ Πὴν Vasco inccie biennale his echo 
life like that of the ancient Cynies presents to us a mournful 
picture, for we cannot but deplore the waste of so much force 
of will, and that individuals should be so self-tormenting. 
The Cynic lives by antagonism ; unless seen and noticed to 
be eccentric, what he does has no meaning. He can never 
hope to found an extended school, though he may be joined 
in his protest by a few disappointed spirits. In the Cynical 
philosophy there was little that was positive, there was hardly 
any contribution to Ethical science. But the whole Cyni- 
eal tone which proclaimed the value of action and the im- 
portance of the individual Will was an indication of the 
practical and moral direction which thought had now taken, 
and prepared the way for the partial discussion of the pro- 
blems of the Will in Aristotle, and for their more full consi- 
deration among the Stoies. Crates, the disciple of Diogenes, 
was the master of Zeno. 

_ Personally, the Cyrenaics were not nearly so interesting 
ails Orin ‘Their position was not to protest against the 
world, but rather to sit loose upon the world. Aristippus, 
‘who passed part of his time at the court of Dionysius, and 
‘who lived throughout: a gay, serene, and refined life, avowed 
openly that he resided in a foreign land to avoid the irksome~ 
Eel aelaeeemgibepiditines But 


; esate alludes to the philosophy of 
others, in saying (EU. 1. viii. 6), Some 
consist in pleasure.’ But it has been 
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observed that he chooses not Aristippus, but. Endoxus, as the 
vepresentative of the doctrine formally announced, that 
‘pleasure is the Chief Good’ (Bth. τ. xii. 5, χ. ii. 1.) This 
points to the fact that Aristippus did not himself entirely 
systematise his thoughts. He imparted them to his daughter 
Arete, by whom they were handed down to her son, the 
younger Aristippus (hence called pytpodiSaxros), and in his 
hands the doctrines appear first to have been reduced to 
scientific form. If then we briefly specify the leading charac- 
teristics of the Cyrenaic system, as it is recorded by Diogenes 
Taertius, Sextus Empiricus, &c., it must be remembered that 
this is the after growth of the system. But though we can- 
not tell to what perfection Aristippus himself had brought 
his doctrines, there are many traces of their influence in the 
Ethics of Aristotle, 

Cyrenaic morals began with the principle, taken from 
Socrates, that happiness must be man’s aim. Next they start 
a question, which is never exactly started in Aristotle, and 
which remains an unexplained point in his system, namely, 
‘What is the relation of the parts to the whole, of each sue- 
cessive moment to our entire life?’ The Cyrenaics answered 
decisively, ‘We have only to do with the present. Pleasure 
is wovdypovos, μερική, an isolated moment, of this alone we 
have consciousness. Happiness is the sum of a number of 
these moments. We must exclude desire and hope and fear, 
which partake of the nature of pain, and confine ourselves to 
‘the pleasure of the present moment.’ 

In this theory it must be confessed that there is consider- 
able affinity to Aristotle's doctrine of the τέλος ; and some 
have thought that Aristotle alludes to Aristippus (Eth. x. vi- 


© Here we trace something similar | complete in itself, perfect without 
to the doctrine of Aristotle, that | relation to time’ (Hts. x. iv. 4). 
‘Ploasure is like 9 monad, or a point, 


Piper ἘΚΌΑΗΜΙΟΘΕΎΟ, ἜΕΡτΝ ἐς 
ἃ tédos (cf. Politics, vin. v. 13). In short, the τέλος οὔὺ 
Aristotle is only distinguished from the μονόχρονος ἡδονὴ of 
Aristippus by the moral earnestness which characterises it. 
‘The Cyrenaics further asking, What is Pleasure? answered 
by making three states of the soul possible; one, a violent 
motion, or tempest, which is pain; another, a dead calm, 
which is the painless, or unconscious state; the third, a 
gentle, equable motion, which is pleasure, Pleasure was no 
negative state, but a motion, This doctrine seems to be 
alinded to in the Philebus of Plato (p. 53 C).*! where Socrates, 
in arguing against the claims of pleasure to be the chief 
good, returns thanks to a certain refined set of gentlemen for 
supplying him with an argument, namely, their own defini- 
tion of pleasure, that it is not a permanent state (οὐσία), but 
a state of progress (γένεσι5). It is generally thought that 
‘the Cyrenaie school are here meant. In the Eudemian book 
(Eth. vit. xii. 3), there appears to be another allusion to this 
same definition, in a way which, without some explanation, 
‘it is excessively hard to understand. Endemus in discuss- 
‘ing: pleasure, says, ‘Some argue that pleasure cannot be a 
good, because it is a state of becoming’ (γένεσι). He after- 
wards denies that pleasure is a γένεσις, except in certain 
eases. And then he proceeds to explain how it was that 
pleasure came to be called a γένεσιν. He says ‘it was from 
a confusion between the terms γένεσιν and évépyaca,—it was 
‘thought to be a γένεσις. because essentially a good, to express 
aoe have been appropriate.’ At 
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= Beh, vu, δὲ γένεσίς 
eisai is εἶναι, ὅτι τς anole ctr ip 
τὸ παράταν Hovis; κομψοὶ γὰρ Bh ἀπηαποαην αο πιέσας εἶναι, ἔστι δ' 
ee a ἕτερον, Ἢ 
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first sight it appears a strange contradiction to say pleasure is 
thought not to be a good, because it is a yéveots; it is thought 

| to be a γένεσιν, because it is good. The explanation is, that 
the two clauses do not refer to the same set, of opinions. The 
former part refers to the Platonists, who argued, as in the 
Philebus, against pleasure, because it was not a permanent 
state ; the latter part refers to the definition of the Cyrenaics, 
that pleasure is a state of motion, or, as it is here called, a 
γένεσια. tis obvious that the Cyrenaic definition of pleasure, 
as far as we are aware of it, will not bear a comparison, as a 
seientifie account, with the theory of Aristotle. Aristippus 
appears to have made the senses the only eriterion of pleasure, 
and pleasure, again, the measure of actions. All actions, in 

Γ themselves indifferent, were good or bad according to their 
results, as tending or not tending to pleasure. The Cyrenaics, 
however, adapting themselves to circumstances, allowed that 
their wise man would always maintain an outward decorum 
in obedience to established law and eustom. 

The selfishness of this system at once condemns it in our 
eyes. For even acts of generosity and affection, according 
to such a system, though admitted by it to be excellent, are 
excellent only on this account, because, by a reflex power, they 
occasion pleasure to the doer. What in other systems is only 
concomitant to good acts is here made the primary motive, 
by which all morality isdebased. The maintainers of such a 
philosophy are, perhaps, half-conscious to themselves that it 
never ean be generally applicable, thut they are maintaining 
a paradox. Looked into closely, this is seen to be a philo- 
sophy of despair. Those who cannot put themselves into 
harmony with the world, who cannot find a sphere for any 
noble efforts, nor peace in any round of duties, who have no 
ties and no objects, may easily, like Horace, ‘slip back into 
the doctrines of Aristippus.’ The profound joylessness which 
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there is at the core of the Cyrenaic system showed itself 
openly in the doctrines of Hegesias, the principal successor 
of Aristippus. Hegesias, regarding happiness as impossible, 
reduced the highest good for man to a sort of apathy; thus, 
at the extremest point, coinciding again with the Cynics. It 
is instructive to see the various points of view that it is pos- 
sible to take with regard to life. In the Cyrenaic system we 
find a bold logical following out of a particular view. In this 
respect: the system is rettiarkable, for it is the first of its kind. 
The Sophists had trifled with such views, and not followed 
them out. In the prominence given to the subject of plea- 
sure, in the Ethical systems both of Plato and Aristotle, we 
may trace the effects of the Cyrenaic impulse. 


ESSAY 111. 
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On the Relation of Aristotle's Ethics to Plato 
and the Platonists. 


have already traced in outline the characteristics of 

moral philosophy in Greece down to the death of 
Socrates, and have made brief mention of two of the schools 
of ‘one-sided Socraticists,’ as they have been called, the 
Cynics and Cyrenaics. It remains to resume the thread of 
the progress of ethical thought in Plato, compared with whom 
all previous philosophers sink into insignificance. In him all 
antecedent and contemporary Greek speculation is summed 
up and takes its start afresh. Especially in relation to any 
part of the system of Aristotle, a knowledge of Plato is of 
the greatest importance. To explain the relation of any one 
of Aristotle’s treatises to Plato is almost a sufficient account 
of all that it contains. If one were asked what books will 
throw most light upon the Ethics of Aristotle, the answer 
must be undoubtedly, ‘the Dialogues of Plato.’ 

These Dialogues represent the successive phases, during a 
long life, of a mind pre-eminently above all others rich 
in philosophic thought and suggestion. In many respects 
they are totally unlike the works of Aristotle. For, instead 
of being written all together as the mature result of enquiries 
long previously made and of conclusions gradually obtained 
and stored up, they were thrown out from time to time, be~ 
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genius struggling with unequal conditions of knowledge.' 
If we ask, At what point of his fifty years of authorship was 
Plato most himself? In which of the dialogues can we put 
our finger on the most essential features of his philosophy ? 
—the answer must be, Nowhere and everywhere. Plato is to 
be regarded as a dynamical force, rather than as the setter 
forth of a system; and in modern times we may feel that to 
imbibe, if possible, his spirit, is of more value than to 
garner his conclusions. But the reason why we can now 
afford to be comparatively indifferent to the conclusions of 
Plato upon particular points,—is, that these conclusions have 
become incorporated, so far as they were valid, in the thought 
of Europe. And they became so incorporated through having 
been gathered up and stated afresh by Aristotle, who was 
Plato's lineal successor in the history of Philosophy, though 


not so in the leadership of the Academic School.’ Plato's 


' The Dialogues of Plato translated 
into English, with Analyses and In- 
troductions, by B. Jowett, MLA, 
Master of Balliol College, &c. (Oxford, 
1871), Preface, p. ix. Prof. Jowett 
says of Plato (ib.) ‘We are not con- 
cerned to determine what is the resi- 
duum of truth whiel remains for 
ourselves. His truth my not be our 
truth, and nevertheless may hare an 
aay value and interest for 


᾿ς Valentine Rose, De Aristotelis 
Librorwm Ordine et Auetoritate (Ber- 
lin, 1854), p. 112, impugns asa fiction 
the statement of Apollodorus (apud 
Diog. Lert. seo above, page 2) that 
Aristotlo was the pupil of Plato for 
twenty years. The grounds of this 
seopticism aro(1t) that Aristotle would 
have been more thoroughly Plutonised 
had the statement been true ; (2) that 
‘the roundness of the number has a 


suspicious appearance. Such reasons 
aro quite insufficiont, It is consistent 
with all known facts to believe that 
Aristotle was Plato's pupil, but that 
he gradually asserted the independence 
of his own mind, and declared a dis- 
sent from and # polemic against some 
of the metaphysical views entertained 
by Plato's school, and thus was passed 
over in the election of a Scholarch for 
tho Academy, on Plato's death, ‘This 
Ted to Aristotle's leaving Athens for a 
time, and afterwards setting up in 
the περίπατυι, or covered walks, of the 


proved ; but wo know one thing for 
certain,—that almost every page of 
Aristotle's Logical, Rhetorical, Ethical, 
Political, and Metaphysical writings 
‘boars traces of a relation to some part 
ov other of Plato's dialogues. 


_ ail 


_— 


ARISTOTLE AS THE SUCUESSOR TO PLATO, ΙΒΙ 
rich and manifold contributions to logic, psychology, meta~ 
physies, ethics, politics, and natural religion (so many of 
which have become part of the furniture of our every-day 
thoughts), were too much seattered up and down in his works, 
too much overlaid by conversational prolixity, too much 
coloured by poetry or wit, sometimes too subtlely or slightly 
indicated, to be readily available for the world in general, 
and they thus required a process of codification. Aristotle, 
with the greatest. gifts for the analytic systematising of philo- 
sophy that have ever been seen, unconsciously applied him- 
self to the required task. He treated the Platonic dialogues 
a8 quarries out of which he got the materials wherewith to 
build up in consolidated form all the departments of thought 
and science so far as they could be conceived by an ancient 
Greek. He thus codified Plato, and translated him into the 
prose of dogmatic theory, at the same time that he carried 
further and completed many of his results and suggestions. 
It must be confessed that he did all this somewhat ungra- 
ciously, seeming to dwell by preference on the differences 
of view between Plato and himself; and he did it, as we 
have said, unconsciously—apparently not pereeiving howmuch 
the substance of his own thought, in all his non-physical 
enquiries, was derived from Plato and only re-stated and car- 
ried out by himself, Aristotle, however, was the natural oom~- 
plement of Plato, as Plato was the complement of Soprates ; 
and it is to a considerable extent through Aristotle that ‘ the 
residuum of truth’ in Plato has already become part of the 
thought of the world. The attitude and aims of the two writers 
were, of course, different, for, while Plato was a Dialectician 
and a Poet, Aristotle aimed especially at being a man of 
Science,—at collecting all that could be known on each sub- 

‘and stating it in the most precise terminology. Each 
» two had his own peculiar earnestness; Plato’s was a 
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moral earnestness, le seems never to have left out of sight 
the overwhelming importance of everything by which the 
humau soul might be improved or deteriorated; Aristotle's 
was a scientific earnestness, showing itself in a desire to sift 
and examine everything and to state the naked truth, as it 
appeared to him, regardless of consequences.* 

Plato as the successor of Socrates appears to have carried 
forward all the many-sided tendencies of his master. By 
imagining Socrates still on earth, and in perpetual conversa~ 
tion on the highest subjects, Plato developed the different 
phases of his own idealistic philosophy. But at present we are 
only concerned with the ethical portion of this; the question 
is, What contribution did Plato make to the growth of moral 
theory in Greece? We must conceive him starting with the 
results at which Socrates had arrived: namely, that in the 
affairs of human life it is absolutely necessary to obtain uni- 
versal conceptions ; that, to arrive at these a suitable dialectic, 
and the refutation of inadequate notions, are requisite; and 
that it is the general outcome of all such enquiries to show 
that ‘ Virtue is ascience.’ Now, the course which Plato seems 
to have followed was, to take up these principles and see how 
they were to be reconciled with the current ideas of Greek 
morality. If there be four cardinal virtues, Wisdom, Tem- 
perance, Courage, and Justice, how do these stand related to 
the doctrine that ὁ Virtue is a science’? Is each of them a 
science, and how? Or, if virtue is one, how are these sepa 


* Plato's doop fecling of the im- 
portance of morality cannot be pro- 
perly indicated by a few references, 
but seo Prof. Jowett's Introductions 
to his Translations of the dialogues, 
passim, Aristotle's keenness for the 
hard and precise truth may be illus- 
trated by Eth, τ, vi. 1, δόξειε δ' ἂν ἴσων 
βέλτιον εἶναι καὶ δεῖν ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ γε τῆς 


ἀληθείας καὶ τὰ οἰκεῖα ἀναιρεῖν. Eth x. 
i. 3, where he blames those who from 
moral good intentions have pronounced 
Pleasure to be evil, Politics, τι, viii, 1, 
where he says of a particular question 

-α ἔχει τινὰν ἀπορίας, τῷ δὲ περὶ ἑκάστην 
μέθοδον φιλοσοφοῦντι καὶ μὴ μόνον ἀπο- 
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Tate names to be accounted for? Again, if Virtue is a 
science, can it be taught? Furthermore, if Virtue isa 
science, then does it not follow that Vice is ignorance ? From 
which, as no one can be blamed for errors committed in igno- 
rance, it would result that no man is willingly bad. These 
are the problems which, arising out of the Socratic principles, 
Plato had to encounter, and he discusses them directly in Pro- 
tagoras, Gorgias, Meno, and Republic ; leas directly and inci- 
dentally they are touched upon in many of the other dialogues. 
Tn order to find an answer to them Plato called in the aid of 
Psychology,and he was thus the first to propose for ethics a psy- 
chological foundation. In Republic, in answer to the question, 
© What is Justice ?’ he sets himself to construct an elaborate 
system of individual ethies,t by means of an analogy drawn 
between the human soul and an ideal city. And the founda- 
tion of this analogy is made to consist in a division of the 
soul into Reason, Spirit (θυμόν), and Desire, answering to the 
three ranks of the rulers, the soldiers, and the working 
classes. This pyschological division, rudimentary as it may 
Tow appear, was an important contribution towards the scien- 
tific theory of morals. One immediate result of the division 
was to lead Plato to distinguish Wisdom from the other 
cardinal virtues, and to put it intoa class by itself. Wisdom, 
or Thonght on moral subjects (¢pdvnois) evidently enters as 
a guiding principle into all the other virtues; none of them 
ean exist without it. And, on the other hand, this quality, 
when looked at more closely, is found to be identical with 
one of the tripartite divisions of the soul ; it is Reason itself, 
an intuitive faculty, not admitting of degrees, possessed by 
all men, but yet capable of misdirection, obscuration, and 


* See Essays on the Platonic Ethics, | in these Essays has woll discussed the 
by Thomas Maguire, LL.D., &c. | subject of the present pages. 
(Dubin, 1870) P38 Dr. Maguire 
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‘eclipse. Hence comes one answer to the question, Is Virtue 
‘teachable? The Vintue of Wisdom, or Thought, is not ; 
the other Virtues are.’ This conclusion is stated in Republic 
VU. p, 518 C—E, Where φρόνησιν is called ‘the eye of the 
soul,’ which only requires to be directed aright, ‘And hence,’ 
it is said,’ ‘while the other qualities (i.e. Courage, Temper- 
ance, and Justice) seem to be akin to the body, being 
infused by habit and exercise and not originally innate, the 
Leads sowing, 0c in oraniched aaa 


which is everlasting, and by this conversion is rendered 
useful and profitable, and is also capable of becoming hurtful 
and useless. Did you never observe the narrow intelligence 
flashing from the keen eye of a clever rogue—how eager he 
is, how clearly his paltry soul sees the way to his end; he is 
the reverse of blind, but his keen eyesight is taken into the 
service of evil, and he is dangerous in proportion to his intel- 
ligence ?— Very true he said.—But what if there bad been 
a circumcision of such natures in the days of their youth; 
and they had been severed from the leaden weights, as I may 
call them, with which they are born into the world, which 
hang on to sensual pleasures, such as those of eating and 
drinking, and drag them down and turn the vision of their 
souls about the things that are below—if, I say, they had 
been released from them and turned round to the truth, the 
very same faculty in these very same persons would have seen 
the other as keenly as they now see that on which their eye 
is fixed.’ In this passage is also indicated the relation of at 
least one other of the cardinal virtues, namely Temperance, 
to the virtue of Wisdom or Thought. ‘Had sensual indul- 
gence,’ says Plato, ‘been checked in many a man when he 


* Seo Dr. Maguire's Besays, p. 14. 
* Prof, Jowett's Translation, vol. ii. p. 352. 


‘pulses under the direction of Reason or 17 
at once obeyed and supported. ; 

ns. ee 
with Knowledge; it implies the choice of the higher plea- 
sures and of that course to which the balance of advantages 
balance of advantages, is to act as Ignorance would prompt. 
And no one, except in error and through Ignorance, chooses 
evil in plage of good. ‘Ignorance, however, does not mean 
the mere negative absence of knowledge; it means, as 
explained by Plato in this context, rather something positive 
—‘the infinence of any opinion or impression which is at 
variance with the ultimate reality,’’—any disturbing influence 
which may tend to weaken the force of ulterior interests — 
‘all sentiments, passions, and emotions which lead us to put 
out of sight the consideration of our permanent interest,” 
With this proviso it is maintained that no wrong action is 
due except through Ignorance; and, as it is emphatically 
stated in Laws, p. 860 Ὁ, “ All bad men are always involun- 
tarily bad.’ But this is no fatalistic view of life. Unjust 
men would not have been unjust, as we have already seen, 
if early good habits had given its proper scope to the innate 
vision of their souls. And in succeeding pages of Laws 
it is shown that Legal Punishments must take their course 
with such men, as a reformatory and curative process for 
themselves, and as a vindication of those whom they have 
injured. Plato's theory of Punishment is essentially the 
corrective theory—that punishment is for the good of the 
person punished. But in his pictures* of the future life, 
drawn under Pythagorean influences and no doubt partly 


7 See Dr, Maguire's Essays, p. 31, NB =< aE a ἘΤΩ͂Ν 
and Protagoras, p. 358, κᾳ. Republic, 614-620, 


THE ETHICS OF PLATO. 187 


derived from Pindar (see above, page 97), Plato indicates 
blessedness for those who have been purified by virtue and 
philosophy; or, a state of purgatory, to be followed by 
tmetempsychosis and a fresh probation on earth ; or, for some, 
final condemnation without further hope of redemption. 
He conceives that the sentence of eternal punishment would 
be the fate of those great malefactors of mankind, such as 
the worst tyrants and other utterly lawless spirits, who should 
have rendered themselves incurable and incapable of improve- 
ment. This belief adds force to the consideration of the 
great importance of habits in the soul, for it supposes that 
the immortal soul by evil habits can become degraded past 
the possibility of improvement. It is then figured that 
eternal retributive punishment, as a warning to others, would 
become its lot. Though Plato does not make the details? of 
his Eschatology necessary matters of faith, and by no means 
wishes (like a modern divine) to order the whole of life in 
reference to them, yet still the belief in the immortality of 
the soul was deeply rooted in bis mind, and was variously 
expressed in different parts of his writings. He connected 
it with the metaphysical priority of Reason to Matter, and 
also with the grave importance of Morals. He pictured the 
whole of life as an education, and sometimes spoke of educa~ 
tion as a process only begun in this life and to be carried on 
inasubsequent state of existence (see Republic, p. 498 D—E). 
All this gave greatness and depth, and a human interest valid 
for all times, to the ethical scheme of Plato. 


* Seo Phado (p. 114 E). ‘Ido not | soul is shown to bo immortal, he may 
mean to affirm that the description | venture to think, not improperly or 
i unworthily, that something of the 
v kind is true.’ Prof. Jowett’s ‘Tans- 
lation, vol. i. p. 465. 
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‘The works of Aristotle, that is to say those that we possess, 
were probably all composed between fourteen and twenty-seven 
years after the death of Plato. If Plato could have come to 
life again and seen these works, he would have found philo- 
sophy all mapped out and divided into separate branches, and 
great analytic clearness thus imparted to the whole; he would 
have found a settled philosophical terminology employed 
throughout,—in many cases words that he had himself been 
in the habit of using in an ordinary way, now restricted and 
limited in their connotation and made technical terms of 
logic or metaphysics""—in other cases new and somewhat 
uncouth terms that had been introduced by Aristotle * forthe 
sake of precision ;!' and he would have found manifold sug- 
gestions of his own on all the different subjects of philosophy 
taken up and in many cases made more definite and carried 
out, so that a concentrated essence of many of his own 
thoughts, stated in widely different form from his own, would 
have been presented to his view. If we might go on indulg- 
ing this fancy, it would be not unnatural to conceive that 
Plato, with his great candour and breadth of mind, would 
have acknowledged with admiration the additions to know- 
ledge and thought which in many respects had been made by 
Aristotle, but phat he also would have felt (even setting aside 
the somewhat captious antagonism to himself which occa- 
sionally appeared) that something had been lost, as well as 
gained, to Philosophy by the rigidly analytic method of his 
successor. 

Taking now the unfinished (or mutilated) Ethics of Aris- 
totle, with their Peripatetic complement, Books V., VI., and 


As for instance, συλλογισμός, 
which merely meant ‘computation’ 
with Plato; προαίρεσις =a * prefor- 
ence’; Sivauis=* power,’ &c, 


"Ch Eth. a. vii, τι. πειρατέον. 
ὀνοματοποιεῖν σαφηνείας ἕνεκεν, Tho 
result was—terms like ἐντελέχεια, or 
forme like τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι, 
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VIL., we shall find that they abundantly illustrate the eon- 
ception just given of the relation of Aristotle’s works in 
general to Plato. Tn order to see at u glance how much of 
the substance of this treatise is taken from, or suggested by, 
the Platonic dialogues, let us synoptically enumerate, and 
then add a few remarks upon, the following heads: (1) The 
conception of moral science as a whole,—that it is a sort of 
Politics which is the science of human happiness, (2) The 
conception of the practical Chief Good;—that it is τέλειον 
and αὔταρκες and incapable of improvement or addition. (3) 
The conception that man has an ἔργον or proper function, 
that man’s ἀρετὴ perfects this, and that his well-being is in- 
separable from it. (4) The coneeption of Psychology as a 
basis for Morals. (5) The doctrine of Μεσότης, which is 
only a modification of the Μετριότης of Plato. (6) The 
doctrine of Φρόνησι», which is dn adaptation, with alterations, 
of the Socratico-Platonic view. (7) The theory of Pleasure, 
its various kinds, and the transcendency of mental pleasures, 
(8) The theory of Friendship, which is suggested by questions 
started, but not answered, in the Lysis of Plato. (9) The 
Agnoiology, or theory of Ignorance, in Book VII.,—to ex- 
plain how men ean act against. what they know to be best,— 
which appears to have been considerably suggested by Platonic 
diseussions. (10) The practical conclusion of Ethies—that 
Philosophy is the highest good and the greatest happiness, 
being an approach to the nature of the Divine Being. On 
these separate heads we may remark »— 
(1) Not only is the general poitit of view—that the indi- 
vidual is inseparable from the state—taken from the Republic 
of Plato, but also the special description of Politics asthe | 
science of human happiness appears unmistakably borrowed 
from the Huthydemue. It is interesting to compare the 
| conception of Politics, and its relation to the sciences, which 
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is expressed in Eth. 1. ii. 5-6, with the following description 
(Buthydem. p, 29. Β).--- ἐπὶ δὲ δὴ τὴν βασιλικὴν ἐλθόντεν τέχνην 
καὶ διασκοπούμενοι αὐτήν, εἰ αὕτη εἴη ἡ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ἀπερ- 
γαζομένη---ἔδοξε γὰρ δὴ ἡμῖν ἡ πολετικὴ καὶ ἡ βασιλικὴ τέχνη ἡ 
αὐτὴ εἶναι.---ταύτῃ τῇ τέχνῃ ἥ τε στρατηγικὴ καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι wapa- 
διδόναι ἄρχειν τῶν ἔργων, ὧν αὐταὶ δημιουργοί εἰσιν, ὧν μόνῃ 
ἐπισταμένῃ χρῆσθα. σαφῶς οὖν ἐδόκει ἡμῖν αὕτη εἶναι, ἣν 
ἐξητοῦμεν, καὶ ἡ αἰτία τοῦ ὑρθῶς πράττειν ἐν τῇ πόλει, καὶ 
ἀτεχνῶς κατὰ τὸ Αἰσχύλου ἐμμβεῖον μόνη ἐν τῇ ἐτρύμνῃ καθῆ- 
σθαι τῆς πόλεων, πάντα κυβερνῶσα καὶ πάντων ἄρχουσα πάντα 
χρήσιμα ποιεῖν. While, however, accepting this conception 
of Politics, Aristotle does so in a wavering way —he says that 
his science will be ‘a sort of Politics’ {πολετεκή ris, Eth. τ. ii. 
9); aselsewhere he had spoken as if it were rather astretch 
to call the science of moral subjects Politics.” He treats 
Ethics in such a way as virtually to separate them from 
Politics, a separation which was completed by the Peripa- 
tetie School and by the Stoies. 

(2) In Eth. 1. vii. 3-6, Aristotle, in laying down his own 
conception of the chief good, which is to be the ἀρχή for 
Ethics, says that it must be τέλειον and αὔταρκες. These 
same qualities are attributed to the chief good in the Philebus 
(p. 20 C), a dialogue to which Aristotle seems often to refer, 
and from which the present doetrine is probably taken. The 
words are as fullows:—thv τὠγαθοῦ μοῖραν πότερον ἂν ἀγκη 
τέλεον ἢ μὴ τέλεον εἶναι; πάντων δή που τελεώτατον, ὦ 
Σώκρατες. τί 88; ἱκανὸν τἀγαθόν ; πῶς γὰρ οὔ; κτλ, Itisto 
be observed, however, that Aristotle analyses the term τέλειον, 
and gives it a more philosophical import than Plato had done. 
Plato probibly meant nothing more than ‘the perfect. 


1 Bhet. 1, ii, 7. Τῆς περὶ τὰ ἤθη πραγματείας ἣν δίκαιόν ἐστι προσαγορεύειν 
πολιτικήν. 
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Aristotle analyses this into ‘that which was never a means,” 
*that which is in and for itself desirable.’ He aecepts also’ 
from the Philebus another doctrine, which is the corollary of 
the former, namely, that the chief good is incapable of addi- ~ 
tion. He directly refers to the Philebus, Eth. x. ii. 3, saying, 
«Plato used just such an argument as this to prove that 
pleasure is not the chief good—for that pleasure, with thought 
added to it, is better than pleasure separately ; whereas, ifthe 
compound of the two is better, pleasure cannot be the chief 
good; for that which is the absolute chief good cannot be 
made more desirable by any addition to it. And it is obvious 
that nothing else can be the chief good, which is made better 
by the addition of any other absolute good.’ The reference 
is to Philebus, pp. 20-22. Aristotle implies the same thing, 
Eth. τ. vii. 8, by saying that, ‘When we call happiness the 
most desirable of all things, we can only do so on the proviso 
that we do not rank it with other goods, and place it in the 
same seale of comparison with them’ (μὴ συναριθμουμένην, 
see infra, note on this passage); ‘else we should come to 
the absurdity of considering it capable of improvement .by 
the addition of other goods to it, which, if we consider it as 
the ideal good for man, is impossible.’ 

(3) The whole argument by which, from the analogy of 
the different trades, of the different animals, and of the sepa- 
rate parts of the body, the existence of an ἔργον or proper 
function for man is proved (Hh. 1. vii. 11) comes almost. ver- 
batim from the Repudlic (p. 352-3); as also does the 
account of the connection between the dpery of anything 
with its proper function, which is given Fth. τι, vi. 2. The 
object selected as an illustration is in each case the same— 
namely, the eye.'* 


» Of, Repub. p. 353 B. "Ap! ἄν wore | σαιντὸ μὴ ἔχοντα τὴν αὐτῶν οἰκείαν 
ὄμματα τὸ αὐτῶν ἔργον καλῶν ἀπεργά- ἀρετήν; κιτιλ. | 


‘i i 


(4) The psychology of Aristotle's Ethics is based on that 
of Plato, but it is also a development of it, and contains oné 
essential difference, in the greater prominencé, namely, that 
is given to the will. This, it is true, is virtual rather than 
expressed, but it lies at the root of the separation of ¢ prae- 
tical virtues’ from philosophy, and from ‘ exeellences of the 
reason.’ Plato divides the mind into the following elements: 
-τὸ λογιστικόν, τὸ ἐπιθυμητικόν, τὸ θυμοειδές (Repub. p. 
440). Aristotle givesa more physical account of the internal 
principle (see below, Essay V.), and divides the mind into 
that which possesses reason and that which partakes of reason." 
This answers at first sight to the division of Plato, since the 
λόγου μετέχον includes both θυμὸν and ἐπιθυμία. But 
Aristotle pushes the analysis farther, dividing the reason into 
practical and speculative (which is a great discrepancy from 
Plato), and not attributing the same separate and important. 
character to ϑυμὸφ as it has in the Republic, where it is 
made to stand for something like the instinct of honour, or 
the spirited and manly will, which, as Plato says, is generally 
on the side of the reason in any mental conflict. In Aris- 
totle’s discussions upon βούλησις, βούλευσις, &e., we see an 
attempt to found a psychology of the will, thus supplying 
what was a deficiency in Plato, but the theory does not 
appear to be by any means complete. 

(5) The principle of Μεσότης, 80 prominent in Aristotle's 
theory of moral virtue, is a modification of Plato’s principle 
of Μετριότης or Συμμετρία. As, however, the history of the 
doctrine of Μεσότην will form part of the subject of the 
following essay, no more need at present be said upon it. 

(6) Aristotle's doctrine of φρόνησιν, as far as we can under- 
stand it in the Eudemian exposition, which alone remains to 


Ἧ Λόγον ἔχον and Adyou μετέχον, Eth, 1. xiii, 
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requires that every act should be accompanied by an absolute 
consciousness—and this absolute consciousness he does not 
separate from that which takes place in speculation and phi- 
losophy. The Peripatetic account is that a moral conscious- 
ness must accompany every act, a sort of wisdom which is the 
centre to all the moral virtues (Hth, v1. xiii, 6), but this kind 
of consciousness is quite distinct from the philosophic reason, 
it deals with the contingent and not with the absolute. The 
doctrine that Temperance preserves Thought (σώζει τὴν 
φρόνησιν, Eth. στ. v. 5) and that Thought without Virtuous 
habits may degenerate into cunning, is taken from Republic, 
p- 518 D, E (quoted above, p. 184). 

(7) Of the two treatises on Pleasure contained in the Ethics 
of Aristotle, we may assume (see above, p. 64), that the one 
which appears in Book VII. is the work of Eudemus. It has 
then a totally different kind of interest from that in Book Χ, 
It illustrates, ποὺ so much Aristotle’s relation to Plato, as 
rather the growth of the Peripatetic school. It is in its 
main outline borrowed from the treatise in Book X., but it 
also contains some peculiarities belonging to thé views of 
Eudemus, of which the chief are a practical, and at the same 
time a materialistic tendency. It is antagonistic to the views of 
‘some’ who argued that no pleasure could bea good, because 
it is a state of becoming (yéveow). This argument is refuted 
by Aristotle himself in Book X. Eudemus criticises and 
overthrows other arguments for the same position, not men- 
tioned in Book X. None of these, however, are to be found 
in Philebus, or in any dialogue of Plato, They are, in all 
probability, to be attributed to the Platonie school, There 
is a direct mention, in connection with one of the argyments, 
of the name of Speusippus (Héh. vu. xiii. 1), Turning now to 
Book X., we find the question as to the nature of pleasure 
opened by the statement of two extreme views on the subject ; 
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that is, the whole theory in its moral and practical bearing, 
tefines and improves upon it as a speculative question, sub- 
stituting a more accurate and appropriate definition of 
pleasure than is to be found in Plato. 

(8) We cannot doubt that Aristotle’s attention was 
turned to the consideration of the subject of friendship by 
the importance that Plato attributed to it, and the inter- 
esting part which he makes it play in his system. Both 
Lysis and Phedrus are devoted to the discussion of friend- 
ship. In the former dialogue little more is done than 
starting the difficulties, some of which are taken up and re- 
stated in the beginning of Aristotle’s treatise (Hth. vim. i. 6); 
‘Whether does friendship arise from similarity, or from dis- 
similarity? Does it consist in sympathy, or in the harmony 
of opposites?’ In Phaedrus a passionate and enthusiastic 
picture of friendship is given, which renders it not distin- 
guishable from love ; its connection with the highest kind of 
imagination, and with the philosophic spirit, is dwelt upon at 
length. In Aristotle nothing of this kind is to be discovered. 
The picture is colder, but at the same time more natural and 
human. In the ninth chapter of Book IX. a fine philosophic 
account of the true value of friendship is to be found, on 
which more will be said in the succeeding Essay. The whole 
of this subject is treated with depth and also with moral 
earnestness, which renders it one of the most attractive parts 
of Aristotle’s Ethics. We see throughout that on every point 
of the question the analysis has been pushed farther than 
Plato carried it. 

(9) The position that ‘ Virtue is a science’ and that it is 
only through ignorance that a man could choose other than 
the Good, naturally gave importance to the question as tothe 
nature of Ignorance itself, and the problem, How does it 
happen that knowledge of the Good is sometimes in abey- 
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| That of the *bowmen’ (ΕἸ). 1. ii. 2) oceurs in Republic, 

i p-519 C. That of the " Aristeia for pleasure” (Eth. τ, xii. 5) 

| comes from Philehus, p. 22 E. The analogy between the 

political philosopher and an oculist (#th. 1. xiii. 7) is from 

Charmides, p. 155 B. The comparison of mental extremes 

to excesses in gymnastic training (th. τι. ii. 6) oceurs in 

Eraste,p. 134. The metaphor of " straightening bent wood ἢ 

(Eth, 1. ix. 5) is from Protagoras, p. 325 D. The com- 

parison of those who have made their own fortune to poets 

and mothers, who love their offspring (Hth. 1v. i. 20, IX. vii. 

7), is from Republic, p. 330 C. ‘hie itr of coe 
doubtless be increased, 

We have now seen the close connection of succession, in- 

heritance, and development between the Ethics of Aristotle 

and the writings of Plato, It remains to point out the di- 

yersities of doctrine, as well as of tone and manner, which 

are also manifest between the moral systems of the two 

philosophers. At the very outset of his treatise, having started 

the question, What is the Good for man? Aristotle stops 

himself with the logical consideration that it will be neces- 

sary to enquire first the nature of this universal term—Good 

—and to state in what sense it is predicated, and what is its 

relation to the particulars which fall under it,'? ‘although? 

as he adds, ‘an enquiry of this kind is rendered disagreeable 

owing to those who are our friends having introduced their 

doctrine of Ideas.’ Adopting, however, a saying which Plato 

had himself employed in reference to judging of Homer,"* he 

decides that ‘ personal considerations must be sacrificed to 


" Bth, i. vie τ. Ταῦτα μὲν οὖν 
ἀφείσϑω᾽ τὸ δὲ καϑόλον βέλτιον tows 
ἐπισκέψασθαι καὶ διαπορῆσαι πῶς λέγε- 
καὶ, καίπερ spoodyrous τῆς τοιαύτην 


" Repub. x, Ὁ. 505 6. ἀλλ' οὗ πρὸ 
γε τῆς ἀληθείας τιμητέον ἀνήρ. 


«nearly ἢ μοὶ quite" thoes und by Αἰ 4a tt 
29 ἘΚ ΤΟΙ͂Ν ϑκρεῖπι ἀυεε πρλοῖ οὶ ᾿ ἷ 


his life, when deeply plunged in the ody of 
sophy, saw that his own doctrine of Ideas τ 
and in the dialogue of Parmenides he at once put ont what 
he had arrived at. These considerations open to us a differ 
ent view of Plato's relation to the doctrine of Ideas from 
what we should have gathered from Aristotle in the not un— 
frequent places® in which he criticises this di . 
since Plato did at all events sometimes put 
trine in strong and enthusiastic terms, it may be as 
endeavour to trace its general meaning, even if ir 
we incur the same charge that Aristotle has 


Heraclitean doctrine of the fleeting charact 

of sense. To put this a little more clearly, the 
follows; we desire some permanent and cert 
Let us take some object and try to know it, e.g. 


© See Prof, Jowott’s Introduction 
honclitaly) 227 8q9-), 
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all things ; of existing things that they exist, of non-existent 
things that they do not exist.’ Taking as established the 
identity of knowledge and existence, we may use one term 
to express this identity, namely, ‘truth’ (ἀλήθεια), which 
equally implies reality of existence in things, and the right 
apprehension of them in the mind, 

What is it that possesses truth, or reality? Not particu- 
lars, which, as we saw before, are (in so far as they are par- 
ticulars) unknowable, but the universal, the idea. The 
universal element, or idea, may hence be said to be the only 
real existence, while the particulars have only a sort of illu- 
sory, or mock existence ; when we look closely into them we 
find they are mere shadows of reality. Hence Plato, follow- 
ing out this train of thought, said, by a forcible metaphor, 
that common persons who faney the particulars to be real 
existences are like men in a dimly-lighted cave, taking the 
shadows on the wall to be realities. By an equally strong 
metaphor, which Aristotle speaks of as mere poetry (Meta- 
phys. τ, ix. 12), Plato called the Ideas archetypes (apaSely- 
para) of sensible things. In this metaphor several points 
are expressed. (1) That knowledge is rather prior to expe- 
rience than derived from it. Experience is the occasion, 
and not the cause of knowledge. This Plato expressed by 
saying that all our knowledge is ‘ reminiscence.’ Things in 
the world are constantly reminding us of, and calling up, the 
reminiscence of the Ideas which we saw in their pure state, 
before we were born. (2) That the forms of the mind are 
permanent, while the material world is fleeting. The mind 
is always prior to, and greater than, the world, This 
points, as Plato argued in Phado, to the immortality of the 

soul. (3) The Eleatics had denied the existence of motion, 
[ plurality, change; in short, the whole sensible creation, 
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world of thought Plato compared to the sun in the material 
world; following out this metaphor, evil would be as the 
shadows which are the mere negation of light, and yet they 
are necessary to relieve the light, for were all light, nothing 
| would be visible; and sv too evil, as the negation of good, 
may be said to be necessary to its existence. ‘Good,’ says 

| Plato, ‘is the cause of existence and knowledge.’ This opens 

a sublime conception, on the one hand, of a world in which 

all things are very good; on the other hand, of a philosophy 

whose method of the deepest knowledge consists in no mere 

abstract investigutions, nor any mere accumulation of expe~ 

rience, but in apprehending with enthusiasm and joy the all- 

pervading idea of Good, as it manifests itself under the 

three forms of beauty, symmetry, and truth. The Idea of 

Good Plato would by no means confine to metaphysics, as if 

it had no application to the other sciences. On the eontrary, 

his great object was to raise Morals and Politics above all 

mere empiricism into Philosophy properly so called. Hence 

he says that ‘States will never prosper’ till philosophers are 

kings’; again, he says, * The guardian of the state must know 

with certainty that which all vaguely seek and aspire after 

᾿ —namely, what is the Good’ (Repub. p. 505-6). The Idea 
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of Good, then, according to Plato, is to be a principle influ- 
encing human‘action, and necessarily forming a part of any 
system of Politics or Morals worthy of being called so. 

V With this position Aristotle joins issue. After stating 
the theory in the following words ( 2th. 1. iv. 3), ‘Some have 
thought that besides all these manifold goods upon earth, 
there is some other absolute good, which is the cause to all 
these of their being good’; he proceeds to criticise the tena- 
bility of such a conception, and concludes his argument by 
suying, ‘ But we may dismiss the Idea at present, for if there 

| is any one good, universal und generic, or transcendental — 
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‘it could be entertained at all. He then entirely separates it 
from Ethics, He considers that the guiding principle (ἀρχή) 
for Ethics must be not this absolute transcendental good, but 
a practical good, which he envisaged as Happiness, or the end 
for man. These two views must stand for ever apart, and on 
each side there seems to be some degree of merit and some 
degree of fault. Fine as is Plato’s conception of science, it 
must be confessed that there is some degree of vagueness 
about it. We need not put ourselves in the position of Plato's 
contemporaries, those of whom the story is related that 
‘They went to him expecting to hear about the chief good 
for man, but they were disappointed, for he put them off with 
a quantity of remarks about numbers and things they could 
not understand.’ But even taking Plato as ‘a philosopher 
for philosophers,’ there seems to be something not quite 
explained in his system. Infinitely rich as he was in invention 
and suggestion, we might almost say that he required an 
Aristotle as his successor to give definiteness to his concep- 
tions. When then we turn to Aristotle, we find the power 
that is gained by a division of the sciences. We find no 
longer an effort to attain to that highest point of union for 
all knowledge and all existence, which is far above the ordi- 
nary ken, and which can hardly be viewed otherwise than by 
occasional glimpses—but rather an effort after clearness and 
completeness, after the arrangement of all experience under 
appropriate and separate leading conceptions. It is easy to 
see what an immense field is at once laid open. Rapid 
indeed and wonderful were the achievements of a mind like 
that of Aristotle. But when all is demesne Iso that 
something has also been lost trai 
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Duality, for instance, stand in such essential contradistinction 
to each other, that they are Ideas themselves, and therefore 
there cannot be Ideas of them. But with regard to the 
goods, all that is relative in them is merely the particular, 
the non-existent, which the philosophical reason cannot deal 
with. It is absurd to make the relativity of the relative 
good an immutable and permanent quality, which is for ever 
to distinguish it from the good in itself. (2). The second 
argument is a mere repetition of the first. Aristotle takes 
certain categories, namely, substance, quality, quantity, rela- 
tion, time and place, &e. (καὶ ἕτερα τοιαῦτα), and shows that 
there are different modes of the good under these different 
categories, Now, these categorjes might all be reduced to 
substance and relation, and then the argument is, ‘You have 
good in substance, and good in different relations; can these 
be considered the same?’ (3) The argument of the sciences 
is a carrying out of the same objection. Aristotle argues 
that the sciences point toa still greater subdivision of good. 
For good, in relation to time, for instance,—that is, oppor- 
tunity, may be treated of by strategics, or by medicine ; and 
so on with good under the other categories ; the sciences still 
more minutely subdivide it. 

Plato might well complain of this subdivision of the 
sciences being brought as an argument against him, when he 
had so anxiously urged (Repub. p. 534 E) that in dialectic 
all sciences united, and dialectic was the science of the Idea 
of Good. 


The fourth argument, which appears also in the Par- 
menides of Plato, is one of which Aristotle seems fond,— 
that the Idea (αὐτοέκαστον) is a mere repetition of phe- 
nomena, exhibiting the same law as the particulars, indis- 
tinguishable from them, and therefore perfectly useless. 
Tuis objection is expressed in the Metaphysics (1. ix. 1) by 
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iii, 3, vi. iii. 2), that which is out of all relation to time. 
Aristotle’s argument, then, consists in setting the popular 
way of thinking against the philosophical. He represents 
the Idea to be a copy taken from the particular and made 
lasting. Whereas Plato meant—that without which we cannot 
know the particular br conceive it to exist; that which is 
independent of this or that particular, though the particulars 
depend on it; that which is independent of yesterday, or 
to-day, or a thousand years hence. 

At this point of the discussion Aristotle seems to have 
become conscious to himself (£th. 1. vi. 8) that the Platonists 
may complain of his attempting to disprove the unity of good 
by always setting relative goods in opposition to those that 
are good in themselves. He proposes then to take certain ~ 
specimens of things good in themselves, and to make these 
the test of the theory. The specimens he adduces are 
‘thought, sight, and some pleasures and honours’; he adds 
that ‘If these be not esteemed good in themselves, nothing 
else but the pure Idea will remain to be called a good in itself; 
thus the Idea as a universal or class will lose all its meaning, 
having no individuals ranked under it.’** The question then 
is, Do these goods, which are sought for their own sake, 
exhibit the same, or different laws of good? To answer this 
question would require a very deep and subtle investigation ; 
this Aristotle does not enter upon, but he merely gives a 
summary assertion that ‘The laws exhibited by honour, 
thought, and pleasure, viewed as goods, are distinet and 
different from one another.’ This appears to be mere dog- 
matism and a trifling with the question, For we might urge 
that honour is not properly speaking a good sought for its 


3: "Ἢ οὐδ΄ ἄλλο οὐδὲν πλὴν τῆς ἰδέατ; Sore μάταιον ἔσται τὸ εἶδος. 


character of the arguments themselves. ‘That such a pro~ 
cedure should have been adopted in a work like the Ethics 
seems not unlikely, when we consider the way which this 
weak, wens apparently, written. neon eae 


constructed. his Organon, and then went on in rapid succes. 
sion to grapple with Rhetoric, Ethics, Politics, the Art of 
Poetry, and Metaphysics. All his works on these subjects 
were more or less incomplete, and all must, have been com- 
posed under a certain pressure. In these circumstances it is 
easy to faney their author repeating his earlier arguments on 
a particular question, in lieu of excogitating the matter 
anew. But it must be obseryed that one of the arguments 
here used is expressed in Aristotle’s maturer terminology, for 
it appeals to the ‘ categories,’ or beads of predication, Any-— 
how, we cannot escape the conclusion that these arguments 
misrepresent the Platonic doctrine of Ideas, so far as we know 
it, and do not contain really valid grounds for its rejection, 

When we compare the moral system of Aristotle in it: 


‘adds to these, different qualities, some of them 
external, which were held in honour among the Greeks, In 
this procedure there is something which must be called em= 
foundly penetrating and philosophic; the other side tending 
to the accumulation of details and of experience, regardless 
of a philosophic point of view, content with a shallow system 
of classification. His list, when formed, Aristotle seems to 
have believed in as complete. He had beforehand given the 
same in his Ihetovie (1. ix. 5) with the omission pe he 
the virtues here mentioned. ‘ 

We have seen already the separation made by Aristotle 
between Ethics and Metaphysics. The same of course holds 
good of Theology, this being with Aristotle but another name 
for Metaphysics. Practical theology was not a conception 
that Aristotle could have admitted. His great divergence 
from Plato on this head may be seen in the fact that while 
Plato speaks of being made like to God, through becoming 
just and holy, with thonght and consciousness of the same? 
(loc. cit., see above, p, 193), Aristotle, on the contrary, speaks 
of moral virtue as being impossible of attribution to the — 
Gods (th. x. viii. 7). With regard to Aristotle’s opinion on 


᾿ the question of a future life we shall speak in Essay V., but 
at present we may safely say that Aristotle's ethical system 
differs from that of Plato in being conceived totally without 
reference to any such consideration. If we compare the 
tone in which the two philosophers write, it will appear that 
| while Aristotle is far more scientific, he is on the other hand 


Ii i acedsoa εἰς τὸν jpn swith ‘Eb ee 
he is more safe than Plato; he is quite opposed to any- 
thing unnatural (such as communism, for instance) in life 
or institutions, He recognises admiringly the worth and 
beauty of moral virtue, without the incessant demand which 
Plato made, that this should be accompanied by philosophy. 
And on all questions he endeavours to put himself into har- 
mony with the opinions of the multitude, to which he thinks 
that a certain validity must be ascribed. On the other hand, 
Aristotle is less delicate and reverent than Plato in his mode 
of speaking of human happiness, especially as attained by 
the philosopher. In Plato there seems often, if not always, 
present, a sense of the weakness of the individual as contrasted 
with the eternal and the divine. If Plato requires philosophy 
to make morality, he also always infuses morality into philo- 
sophy ; the philosopher in his pictures does not triumph over 
the world, but rather is glad to seize on ‘some tradition® 
* like a stray plank,’ to prevent his being lost; he feels that 
his philosophy on earth is but ‘knowing in part.’ Aris- 
totle, on the contrary, rather over-represents the strength 
of philosophy. And in his picture of the happiness of 
the philosopher we cannot but feel that there is over-much 
elation, and something that requires toning down, In the 
manner of the writing it is obvious that we miss the art, the 
ce, the rich and delicate imagination of Plato, Above all, 
we miss the subtle humour which plays round all the moral 
na. Aristotle does not show any trace of archness. 

ings in the Ethics which might cause a smile, 
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Aristotle quotes from Heraclitus the saying that An ass 
likes hay better than gold, without any sense of anything 
Indicrous in the illustration.” The same thing occurs in one 
of the Eudemian books (v1. vi. 2), where it is mentioned to 
illustrate the hereditariness of hot temper, that ‘A father 
being kicked out by his son, begged him to stop at the door, 
for he eaid he had kicked his father as far as that.’ This is 
mentioned with perfect gravity among a list of arguments. 
Aristotle's rich and manifold knowledge of human nature 
exhibits itself in his Ethics, It might be doubted whether 
Plato would have written the masterly analytical account of 
the various virtues in ‘Books IIT. and IV. These are not 
living dramatic portraits such as Plato would have made, 
there is nothing personal or dramatic about them; but they 
are a wonderful catalogue and analysis of very subtle charac- 
teristics, 

The chief of the schoool of Plato was Speusippus, nephew 
to Plato himself, and successor to him in the leadership of 
the Academy, One of the Pythagoreising opinions of Speu- 
sippus is alluded to by Aristotle, Hth. 1. vi. 7, ‘The Pytha- 
gorean theory on the subject seems more plausible, which places 
unity in the rank of the goods; to which theory Speusippus 
too seems to have given in his adhesion,’ The question 
adverted to is the identity of ‘the One’ with ‘the Good.’ 
The Pythagoreans appear to have placed ‘the One’ among 
the various exhibitions of good, whether as causes or mani- 
festations. Among the Platonists,as we are told (Metaphys. 
xu, iv. 8), there arose a difference, a section of them identi- 
fying ‘ the One’ with ‘the Good,’ the others not considering 
unity identical with, ‘but an essential element of, goodness, 
They saw that if ‘the One’ be identified with ‘the Good,’ it 
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simtly became mardfed throngh tls apelin Spal 
branches of enquiry; they no longer remain mere logical or 
metaphysical abstractions, but become: conetole Ato 
shall find this abundantly exemplified in the | 

ia thi object οἱ the present’ Ἐπὼν to feulase add eninalaal 
formal element of the Aristotelian moral system—to trace the 
origin and full philosophical meaning of some of the leading | 
terms used, and to follow them out into their ethical appli- | 


cation, The formule to bediscussed are: (1) Tédas, or the. 
End in-itself, as connected with Aristotle’s 

four'causes; (2) "Evépyeva, or the Actual, which Aristotle so 
constantly contrasted with the Potential ; (3) Μεσότην ; 
Law of Quantity, a term with wide philosophical associations ; 
(4) the Practical Syllogism, a form borrowed from the Aris- 
totelian Logic, and applied by Aristotle himself, and still 
farther by the Pertpatotia school, to-explein/the|ptienaiiana 
of the human will. 

I. Aristotle's doctrine of the four causes: 
from a combination and modification of con 
occur separately in Plato, namely, the contrast att 
form, of means and end, of production and existence. 
individual object might be said to be the me 
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| tion of the Ethics is, Ti dove τὸ τῶν πρακτῶν τέλον; And we 
might say, altering the words quoted-from the Metaphysics 
—From this principle, from the End of action, the whole of 


human life is suspended. 
An end or final cause implies intelligence, implies a mind 


~ to see and desire it. The appearance of ends and means in 


nature isa proof of design in the operations of natnre, and 
this Aristotle distinctly recognises (Nat. Ause. τα. viii.). 
When we come to Ethics, What is meant by an End of human 
action? For whom is this an end? Is it an end fixed by a 
higher intelligence ? In short, is the principle of Aristotle 
the same as the religious principle, that man is born to work 
ont the purposes of his Maker? To this it must be answered, 
that Aristotle is indefinite in his physical theory as to the re- 
lation of God to the design exhibited in creation. And so, 
too, he is not explicit, in the Zthics, as to God’s moral govern~ 
ment of the world. On the whole, we may say at present that 
“moral government, in our sense of the words, does not at 
all form part of Aristotle’s system. His point of view rather 
is, that as physical things strive all, though unconsciously, 
after the good attainable by them under their several limita- 
tions, so man may consciously strive after the good attainable 
in life. We do not find in the Ethies the expression τέλους 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, but τῶν πρακτῶν τέλος (I. vii. 8), τῶν ἀνθρω- 
πίνων τέλος (x. vi. 1), τὸ ἀνθρώπινον ἀγαθόν (1. xiii. 5). It is 
best, therefore, to exclude religious associations (as being un- 
Aristotelian) from our conception of the ethical τέλος, and 
then we may be free to acknowledge that it is evidently 
meant to have a definite relation to the nature and constitu- 
tion of man. Thus Aristotle assumes that the desires of man 
are so framed as to imply the existence of this τέλος, (Eth. 1. 
ii, ¥). And he asserts that man can only realise it in the 
sphere of his own proper functions (ἐν τῷ ἔργῳ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, 
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is one of mere eudemonism. We shall have an opportu- 
nity in a future Essay of touching upon the relations of 
this conception ‘duty’ to the ancient systems. At present 
it will suffice to show that. there is some unfairness in the 
charge brought by Kant, and that it ignores the true charac- 
teristics of Aristotle’s Ethical doctrine. It is unfair to change 
Aristotle with mere " eudwmonism ἢ simply on account of his 
making a definition of ‘ happiness’ the leading principle of 
his Ethics. This word ‘happiness’ is only a popular way of 
statement; Aristotle tells us that it is the popular word for 
the chief good (£th. 1. iv. 2). Again, during his whole Ὁ 
dizeussion on the virtues, and on moral actions, there is no 
mention of happiness as connected with these, as if good acte 
were to be done for the sake of happiness, There is only 
one place, and that is in the disoussson on happiness itself, 
where he speaks of it as ‘The end and prize of yirtue.’? 
Elsewhere he speaks of ‘the beautiful’ as being the end of 
virtue But again the ‘happiness’ which Aristotle defines 
as the chief good does not seem immediately, but only 
inferentially, to imply pleasure. Pleasure (as we shall see 
hereafter) is rather argued and proved to belong to happiness 
by a sort of after-thought, and is not with Aristotle a primary 
part of the conception. Happiness with Aristotle is something 
different from what we mean by it; so from this point of yiew, 
above all, the charge of eudemonism falls to the ground. 
Aristotle’s question is, What is the chief good for man? 
But this he resolves into another form, What is the τέλειον 
τέλος ? What in human life and action is the End-in-itself? 
How deep is the moral significance of this conception—the 
absolute end! Can anything small or frivolous, or anything 


1 τὸ τῆς ἀρετῆς; Brow καὶ +éA0s,— | * Τοῦ καλοῦ ἕνεκα, τοῦτο γὰρ rive 
Buh, τ ix. 3, τῆς ἀρετῆς, --- EA, γα, vii, 2. 
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like mere pleasure and enjoyment come up to its require~ 
ments, and appear in the deepest depths of the human con- 
sciousness to be something beyond which we cannot go—the 
absolute satisfaction of our nature? Essentially and neces- 
[eeeeennty sat be called a 7éAos which has in itself a 
moral worth and goodness. This also Aristotle says ‘has a 
sweetness and pleasure of its own, but one quite different 
from that which springs from any other sources. Men rarely 
attain to it; but desiring the satisfaction it affords, they seize 
in its place the pleasure derived from amusements, on account 
of this latter having some sort of resemblance to the satisfac- 
tion which the mind feels in moral acts which are of the 
nature of an end.’* 

The deep moral pleasuré which attaches to noble acts, 
Aristotle describes as triumphing even over the pliysical pain 
and outward horrors which may attend the exercise of 
courage." And he acknowledges that in many cases this 
may be the only pleasure attending upon virtuous attions.® 

We see in these passages how the objective and subjective 
import of the τέλος are blended together. The end and the 
consciousness of the end are not separated. In the pleasure 
which Aristotle speaks of as attaching to the moral τέλος we 
see something that answers to what we should call ‘the 
approval of conscience.’ Only to say that Aristotle meant 
this, would be to mix up things modern and ancient. It is 
better to keep before us as clearly as possible his point of 
view, which is, that a good action is an End-in-itself, as being 


4 Politics, vu. v. 12. Ἔν μὲν τῷ | πράξεων ἔχειν ὁμοίωμά τι, Cf. Eth. x. 
πέλει συμβαίνει τοῦς ἀνθρώπυιν ὀλιγάκις | vi. 3. 
γἰγνέσθαι, . .. Ἀυμβέβηκε δὲ ποιεῖσθαι ᾿ἡ * δηλ ται, ἴχ. 2. Οὗ μὴν ἀλλὰ δόξειεν 
τὰν παιδιὰν vines’ ἔχει γὰρ ἴσων ἡδονήν | dy εἶναι τὸ κατὰ τὴν ἀνδρείαν τέλου ἡδύ. 
rave καὶ τὸ τέλον, ἀλλ᾽ οὗ τὴν τυχοῦσαν" © Eth. τὰ, ix, § Οὐ δὴ ἐν ἁπάσαιν 
ὑστοῦντεν δὲ ταύτην, λαμβάνουσιν ts ταῖν ἀρεταῖς τὸ ἡδέων ἐνεργεῖν ὑπάρχει, 
ταύτην ἐκείνην, διὰ τὸ τῷ τόλει τῶν | πλὴν ἐφ᾽ ὅσον τοῦ τέλου: ἐφάπτεται. 
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the perfection? of our nature, and that for the sake of which 
(οὗ &#bxa) our moral faculties before existed, hence bringing 
a pleasure and inward satisfaction with it; something in 
which the mind can rest pleased and acquiescent ; something 
which possesses the qualities of being καλόν, ὡρισμένον, and 
ἐνέργεια τελεία. 

We observe how in the separate parts of life, in the deve- 
lopment of each of the various faculties, Aristotle considers 
an end to be attainable; how he attaches a supreme value to 
particular acts, and idealises the importance of the passing 
moment ; how he attributes to each moment a capability of 
being converted out of a mere means, and mere link in the 
cbain of life, to be an End-in-itself, something in which life 
is, as it were, summed up. But if in action, and in an 
exercise of the moral faculties, an end is attainable, this 
is, according to the system of Aristotle, only faintly and 
imperfectly an end, compared with what is attainable in 
contemplation by the exercise of the philosophic thought. 

In both senses of the word τέλος, both as perfection and 
as happiness, Aristotle seems to have placed virtue below 
philosophy. Philosophy is in the first place the highest 
human excellence; it is the development of the highest 
faculty.’ In the second place, it contains the most absolute 
satisfaction, it is most entirely desirable for its own sake, and 
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" In another passage (Hh. ται, vii, 
6), Aristotle scoms to use the term 
τέλος in a moro purely objective sense 
to denote perfection. He says, ‘The 
réAos of every individual moral act is 
the same with that of the formed 
moral character’ (réAos δὲ πάσης ἐνερ- 
yeas ἐστὶ τὸ κατὰ τὴν tw). The 
whole passage is a diffienlt one; it 
sooms to come to this—An individual 
act can only be said to haye attained 
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perfection when it exhibits the same 
qualities as the formed moral charac- 
ter—ey. ἃ brave act is only porfectly 
brave when it is done as δὶ brave man 
would do it, conscionsly for its own 
sake, or for the sake of the beautiful 
(waXoo ἕνεκα), ὅτε, 

* Eth. x. vit. ΕἸ δ' ἐστὶν ἣ εὖδα:- 
μονία Kar’ ἀρετὴν ἐνέργεια, εὔλογον 
κατὰ τὴν κρατίστην " αὕτη δ' ἂν εἴη τοῦ 
ἀρίστου, κιτ,Ὰ, 
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not as a means to anything else.? Whereas the practical 
virtues are all in a sense means to this. Courage is for war, 
which is for the sake of the fruition of peace ; and in what 
does this consist? If the practical side of our nature be 
summed up in the one faculty thought (φρόνησιν), this may 
be regarded after all as subordinate and instrumental to 
Philosophy (σοφία), the perfection of the speculative side.'® 
So too in Politics, the end, or in other words the highest 
perfection and the highest happiness, being identical for the 
state and the individual, in what is this econstitiited? Not 
in the busy and restless action of war or diplomacy, not in 
means and measures to some ulterior result, but in those 
thoughts and econtemplations which find their end and satis- 
faction in themselves. Philosophy, therefore, and specula- 
tion are, according to Aristotle, the end not only of the 
individual, but also of the state:"' ‘If it be true to say, that 
happiness consists in doing well, a life of action must be best 
both for the state, and for the individual. But we need not, 
as some do, suppose that a life of action implies relation td 
others, or that those only are active thoughts which are 
concerned with the results of action; but far rather we must 
consider those speculations and thoughts to be so which have 
their end in themselves, and which are for their own sake.’ 
A moment, of contemplative thought (θεωρητικὴ ἐνέργεια) 
is most perfectly and absolutely an end. It is sought for no 
result but for itself; It is a state of peace, which is the 


* Bh. x. vii. 5. δόξαι τ᾿ ἂν αὐτὴ [βίοι ὁ πρακτικόν, ᾿Αλλὰ τὸν πρακτικὸν 


βένη δὲ αὐτὴν δγαενέσθαι. τέ Rac ιοδο μοι πρὸς ἐένον ee 
© Bh, νι. xiii. 8. ᾿Εκείνην οὖν ἕνεκα πὲρ οἴονταί river, οὐδὲ τὰς διανοίας εἶναι, 
ἐκιτάττει, ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐκείνῃ, μόνας ταῦται πρακτικὰς τὰς τῶν ἀπο- 


Polo wu, iii, 7. 'AAA' εἰ ταῦτα βαινόντων χάριν γεγνομένα ἐκ τοῦ πρώτ- 
Αὔγεται καλῶς καὶ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν | τειν, ἀλλὰ πολὺ μᾶλλον τὰν αὐτοτέλειν 
καὶ κοινῇ dons καὶ τὰν αὑτῶν ἕνεκεν ϑεωρίας καὶ δια. 

wheels, 


398 ESSAY IV. ' 
erown of all exertion (ἀσχολούμεθα ἵνα axoddtopev). It is - 
the realisation of the divinein man, and constitutes the most 
absolute and all-sufficient happiness,!? being, as far as pos- 
sible in human things, independent of external cireum- 
stances.) 

‘This then constitutes the most adequate answer to the 
great question of Ethics, What is the Chief Good ? or Τί ἔστι 
τὸ τῶν πρακτῶν téhos; as far as a separate and individual 
tmoment of life is concerned, But a difficulty suggests itself 
with regard to life viewed as a whole. * Philosophie thought,’ 
says Aristotle, ‘will be absolutely perfect happiness if 
extended over a whole life. For im happiness there must 
be no shortcoming.’ But, as we shall see more clearly 
with regard to ἐνέργεια, it cannot actually be so extended. 
What then is the result? If Aristotle aecepts the absolute 
satisfaction and worth of a moment as the end of life, his 
principle becomes identical with the povéypovos ἡδονή of the 
Cyremaies (see above, p. 174). If, again, he requires an 
absolute τέλος of permanent duration, his theory of human 
good becomes a mere ideal. Here then isa dilertima between 
the horns of which Aristotle endeavours to steer, on the one 
hand acknowledging (th. 1. vii. 16), that * Asingle swallow 
will not make a summer;’ on the other hand urging ob- 
jections against the saying of Solon (Zth. 1. x.), that ‘No man 
can be called happy as long as he lives’ He says the chief 
good must be ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ, not a perfeet life, but in a 
perfect life—indicating by this expression that the absolute 
good, as it exists in and for the consciousness, is independent 


1 Bh. x. vii ἡ. Ἢ reXela εἰδαι- | Ν Ἢ τελεία δὴ εὐδεμενία αὕτη ἂν 
μονία θεωρητική τίς ἐστιν ἐνέργεια. εἴη ἀνθρώπον, λαβοῦσα μῆκοι βίου ré- 
"» Eth, x. vii, 4. Ἢ τε λεγομένη λεῖον" οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀτελές ἔστι τῶν τῆν 
αὐτάρκεια περὶ τὴν θεωρητικὴν μάλιστ᾽ εὐδαιμονίαν, Eth, x. vii. 7. 
ἂν εἴη. 
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~ of time and duration; but still, as we belong to a world of 
time and space, that this inner supreme good must have its 
setting in an adequate complete sphere of external cireum- 
stances. About this word τελείῳ there is an ambiguity of 
which probably Aristotle, himself, was half conscious; its 
associations of meaning are twofold, the one popular, convey- 
ing the notion of the ‘complete,’ the ‘perfect,’ the other 
philosophic, implying that which is in itself desirable, that 
in which the mind finds satisfaction, the absolute, Taking 
ἃ signification between the two, we may conceive Aristotle 
to have meant, that. the chief good must be an absolute mode 
of the consciousness, and that this must be attained in a 
sphere of outward circuristances themselves partaking of 
the nature of absolute perfection. Aristotle's conception, 
then, of the chief good has two sides, the one internal, ideal, 
out of all relation to time, which speaks of happiness as the 
absolute good, as that end which is the sum of all means, as 
that which could not possibly be improved by any addition 
(Bth. 1. vii. 8); the other side, which is external and 
practical, goes quite against the Cyrenai¢ principle of 
regarding the present as all in all, and also against the Cynic 
view which would set the mind above external circumstances 
(Bth. 1. ¥. 6), This part of the theory considers happiness 
as compounded of various more or less essential elements, and 
shows how far the more essential parts (τὰ κύρια τῆς εὐδαι- 
povias) can outhalance the less essential, It requires per- 
manence of duration, but it looks for this in the stability of 
the formed mental state, which is always tending to reproduce 
moments of absolute worth. 

The End-in-itself renders life a rounded whole, likea work 
of art, or a product of nature. The knowledge of it is to give 
definiteness to the aims, ‘So that, we shall be now like archers 
knowing what to shoot at’ (Hth. 1. ii. 2). In the reali 
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of it, we are to feel that there need be no more reaching 
onwards towards infinity, for all the desires and powers will 
have found their satisfaction (Hth. 1. ii. 1), Closely connected 
then is this system with the view that what is finite is good. 
‘Life, says Aristotle, ‘is a good to the good man, because 
it is finite’ (Hth, 1x. ix. 7), At first sight these sayings 
suggest the idea of a cramped and limited theory of life, as 
if all were made round and artistic, and no room were left for 
the aspirations of the soul, It must be remembered, how- 
ever, that that which is here spoken of as making life finite, 
is itself the absolutely sufficient,—ihat, above and beyond 
the outside of which the mind can conceive nothing, And 
this absolute end is yet further represented as the deepest 
moments either of the moral consciousness, or of that philo- 
sophie reason which is an approach to the nature of the divine 
being, It must be remembered also that ‘the finite” {τὸ 
ὡρισμένον) does not mean ‘the restricted,’ as if expressing 
that in which limits have been put upon the possibilities of 
good, but rather the good itself. Good and even existence 
cannot be conceived except under a law, and the finite is 
with Aristotle an essentially positive idea, Only so much 
negation enters into it as is necessary to constitute definite- 
ness and form in contradistinction to the chaotic, Truly we 
cannot in our conceptions pass out of the human mind; that 
which is absolute and an end for the mind cannot be a mere 
limited and restricted conception ; but rather nothing can be 
conceived beyond it. Something might be said on the rela- 
tion of the Ethical τέλος to the idea of a future life, but this 
can be better said hereafter. 

Il. « Actuality’ is perhaps the nearest philosophical re~ 
presentative of the ἐνέργεια of Aristotle. It is derived from it 
through the Latin of the Schoolmen, ‘actus’ being their trans- 
lation of ἐνέργεια, out of which the longer and more abstract 
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form has grown. The word ‘energy,’ which comes more 
directly from ἐνέργεια, has ceased to convey the philosophical 
meaning of its original, being restricted to the notion of force 
and vigour. The employment of the term ‘ energy,’ as a 
translation of ἐνέργεια, has been a material hindrance to the 
proper understanding of Aristotle. This is especially the case 
with regard to the Ethics, where there is an appearance of 
plausibility, though an utterly fallacious one, in snch a trans- 
lation. To substitute ‘actuality’ in the place of ‘energy’ 
would certainly have this advantage, that it would point to 
the metaphysical conception lying at the root of all the 
various applications of ἐνέργεια. But ‘actuality’ is a word 
with far too little flexibility to be adapted for expressing all 
these various applications. No conception equally plastic 
with ἐνάργεια, and at all answering to it, can be found in 
modern thought. And therefore there is no term which will 
uniformly translate it. Our only gourse can be, first to en- 
deavour to understand its philosophical meaning as part of 
Aristotle's system, and secondly to notige its special applica- 
tions in a book like the Hthics. Any rendering of its import 
in the various places where it occurs must be rather of the 
nature of paraphrase than of translation. 

Ἐνέργεια is not more accurately defined by Aristotle, than 
as the correlative and opposite of δύναμι... He implies, that 
we must rather feel its meaning than seek to define it. 
* Actuality’ may be in various ways opposed to ‘patentiality,’ 
and the import. of the conception depends entirely on their 
relation to each other."* ‘Now ἐνέργεια is the existence of a 


"5 Metaphys. vist. vi. 2, Ἔστι δ' i ἐὰν δυνατὸν ἢ ϑεωρῆσαι' τὸ δὲ drepyelg’ 
ἐνέργεια τὸ ὑπάρχειν τὸ πρᾶγμα, μὴ οὔ. | δῆλον δ' ἐπὶ τῶν καϑ' ἕκαστα τῇ ἐπαγωγῇ, 
rus ὥστερ λέγομεν ὄννάμει. Λέγομεν | ὃ βονλόμεθα λέγειν, καὶ οὐ δεῖ καντὸν Spor 
δὲ δυνάμει, οἷον, ἐν τῷ ξύλῳ Ἑρμῆν καὶ | (ητεῖν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ ἀνάλσγον συνορᾷν 
ἂν τῇ ὅλῃ τὴν ἡμίσειαν, ὅτι ἀφαιρεθείη ᾿-- ὅτι bs τὸ οἰκοδομοῦν πρὸ τὸ οἰκοδομι- 
ἂν, καὶ ἐπιστήμονα καὶ τὸν μὴ ϑεωροῦντα, | κύν͵ καὶ τὸ ἐγρηγορὸς πρὸν τὸ καθεῦδον, 
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thing not in the sense of its potentially existing. The term 
τ potentially’ we use, for instance, of the statue in the block, 
and of the half in the whole, (since it might be subtracted,) 
and of a person knowing a thing, even when he is not think- 
ing of it, but might do so; whereas ἐνέργεια is the opposite. 
By applying the various instances our meaning will be plain, 
and one must not seek a definition in each case, but rather 
grasp the conception of the analogy as a whole,—that it is 
as that which builds to that which has the capacity for build- 
ing; as the waking to the sleeping; as that which sees to 
that which has sight, but whose eyes are closed; as the 
definite form to the shapeless matter ; as the complete tothe 
unaceomplished. In this contrast, let the ἐνέργεια be set off 
as forming the one side, and on the other let the potential 
stand. Things are said to be ἐνεργείᾳ not always in like 
manner, (except so far as there is an analogy, that as this 
thing is in this, or related to this, so is that in that, or re- 
lated to that,) for sometimes it implies motion as opposed to 
the capacity for motion, and sometimes complete existence 
opposed to undeveloped matter.’ 

The word ἐνέργεια does not oceur in Plato, though the 
opposition of the ‘virtual’ and the ‘actual’ may be found 
implicitly contained in '® some parts of his writings. Perhaps 
there is no genuine passage '? now extant of any writer pre- 
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wal τὸ δρῶν πρὸς τὸ μύον μὲν, ὄψιν δὲ 
ἔχον, καὶ τὸ ἐκ τῆς ὕλης 
πρὸς τὴν ὕλην, καὶ τὸ ἀπει vor 
πρὸς τὸ ἀνέργαστον. Ταύτην δὲ τῆν 
διαφορᾶς θάτερον μόριον ἕατω ἡ ἐνέργεια. 
ἀφωρισμένη, θατέρῳ δὲ τὸ δυνατόν. 
Λέγεται δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ οὐ πάντα ὁμοίως, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τὸ ἀνάλογον, ὧς τοῦτο ἐν τούτῳ 
ἣ xpos τοῦτο, τὸ δ' ἐν τῷδε ἢ πρὸς 
τόδε' τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὧς κίνησις πρὸ: δύνα- 
μιν, τὰ δ' ὧν οὐσία πρός τινα ὕλην, 


ποιοῦν ἐστί τι, πρὶν ἂν τῷ 
ξυνέλθῃ, οὔτε πάσχον, πρὶν ἂν τῷ ποι- 
οὔντι, K.TAL 

™ For the fragment of Philolaus, 
apud Stob, Hol, Phys. τ, xx. 2, is very 
suspicious. It is as follows:—Armd καὶ 
καλῶς ἔχει λέγειν κόσμον ἦμεν ἐνέργειαν 
ἀΐδιον ϑεῶ τε καὶ γενέσιος κατὰ συνακο- 
λουθίαν τῶν μεταβλατικᾶς φύσιον. 


Of, Theatetus, p. 1.57 λ, Οὔτε γὰρ 
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vious to Aristotle in which it occurs. .It is the substantive 
form of the adjective ἐνεργήν which is to be found in Aristotle’s 
Topics, 1. xii. 1. But Aristotle, by a false etymology, seems 
to connect it immediately with the words'* ἐν ἔργῳ. To all 
appearance the idea of its opposition to δύναμις was first sug~ 
gested by the Megarians, who asserted that * Nothing could 
be said to have a capacity for doing any thing, unless it was 
in the act of doing that thing.’ This assertion itself was 
part of the dialectic of the Megarians, by which they endeav- 
oured to establish the Eleatic principles, and to prove by the 
subtleties of the reason, against all evidence of the senses, that, 
the world is absolutely one, immovable, and unchangeable. 
We cannot be exactly certain of the terms employed by the 
Megarians themselves in expressing the above-quoted posi- 
tion, for Aristotle is never very accurate about the exact form 
in which he gives the” opinions of garlier philosophers. We 
cannot be sure whether the Megarians said precisely ὅταν 
ἐνεργῇ μόνον δύνασθαι. But at all events they said something 
equivalent, and Aristotle taking the suggestion worked out 
the whole theory of the contrast between δύναμεν and ἐνέργεια, 
in its almost universal applicability, 

At first these terms were connected, apparently with the 
idea of * motion. But since δύναμεν has the double meaning 
of “ possibility of existence’ as well as ‘capacity of action,’ 


™ Of Metaphys. vat. viii, 11, Διὸ 
wal τοὔνομα ἐνέργεια "λέγεται κατὰ τὸ 
ἔργον καὶ συντεῖνει πρὸ: τὴν ἐντελέ- 


Χείαν, 
Ma. yin. iii, 1. Εἰσὶ δέ τινε of 


5" Of, Metaph. xt, ii.3, Kal ὧν dy 
Pile ite ἦν fost riers νέων 


ane 


ἐνεργείᾳ δ' οὔ, αι. τί, 7. Διὸ ἔνιοι 
ποιοῦσιν ἀεὶ ἐνέργειαν, οἷον Λεύκιππος 
καὶ Πλάτων. In these passages Ari- 
stotle expresses the ideas of his pro- 
docossors in his own formule, 

3: Metaph, στὰ. iii. 9. ᾿Ἐλήλυθε δ' 
ἡ ἐνέργεια τοὔνομα, ἡ πρὸς ἐντελέχειαν 
συ;τιθεμένη καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ ἄλλα, ἐκ τῶν 
κινήσεων μάλιστα, δοκεῖ γὰρ ἡ ἐνέργεια 
μάλιστα ἡ κίνησις εἶναι. 


ν 
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there arose the double contrast of action opposed to the 
eapacity for action; actual existence opposed to possible 
existence or potentiality. To express accurately this latter 
opposition Aristotle seems to haye introduced the term 
ἐντελέχεια, of which the most natural account is, that it is 
a compound of ἐν τέλει ἔχειν, ‘being in the state of perfec- 
tion,” an adjective” ἐντελεχής being constructed on the 
analogy of vouveyzjs. But in fact this distinction between 
ἐντελέχεια and ἐνέργεια is ® not maintained. The former word 
is of comparatively rare occurrence, while we find everywhere 
throughout Aristotle ἐνέργεια, as he says, πρὸς ἐντελέχειαν 
συντιθεμένη mixed up with the idea of complete existence.” 
As we saw above, it is contrasted with δύναμες, sometimes 
as implying motion, sometimes as ‘ form opposed to matter.” 

Tn Physics δύναμες answers to the necessary conditions for 
the existence of anything before that thing exists, It thus 
corresponds to ὕλη, both fo the πρώτη ὕλη, or matter abso- 
lutely devoid of all qualities, which is capable of becoming 
any definite substance, as, for instance, marble; and also to 
the ἐσχάτη ὕλη, or matter gapable pf receiving form, as 
marble the form of the statue. Marble then ‘exists δυνάμει 
in the simple elements before it is marble. The statue ex- 
ists δυνάμει in the marble before it is carved out. All objects 
of thought exist either purely δυνάμει, or purely ἐνεργείᾳ, or 
both δυνάμει and ἐνεργείᾳ. This division makes an entire 
chain of all the world. At the one end is matter, the πρώτη 
ὕλη, which has a merely potential existence, which is necessary 
as a condition, but which, having no form and no qualities, 
is totally incapable of being realised by the mind. So it is 


= De Gen. et Corr. τι, χ τὰ, Zuve- | γάρ ἐστιν ἣ δύναμις καὶ ἡ ἐνέργεια τῶν 
πλέρωσε τὸ ὅλον ὁ Beds ἐντελεχῇ worh- μόνον λεγομένων κατὰ κίνησιν. Beh. 
σας τὴν γένεσιν, vit. xiv. 8. Οὐ γὰρ μόνον κινήσεώς ἐστιν 
5. Cf, Metaph, vin.i.2, Ἐπὶ πλέον ἐνέργεια ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀκινησίαν, 
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also with the infinitely small or great ; they exist always as 
possibilities, but, as is obvious, they never ean be actually 
grasped by the perception. At the other end of the chain is 
God, οὐσία ἀΐδιον καί ἐνέργεια ἄνευ δυνάμεως, who cannot be 
thought of as non-existing,” as otherwise than actual, who 
is the absolute, and the unconditioned. Between these two 
extremes is the whole row of creatures, which out of potenti- 
ality spring into actual being. In this theory we see the 
| affinity between δύναμιν and matter, ἐνέργεια and form. Thus 
Aristotle's conceptions are made to run into one another, 
Another affinity readily suggests itself, and that is between 
ἐνέργεια and τέλος, The progress from δύναμις to ἐνέργεια is 
| motion or production (κίνησις or yéveots). Butthis motion or 
production, aiming at or tending to an end, isin itself imper- 
fect (draXyjs), it isa mere process not in itself and for its own 
sake desirable. And thus arises a contrast between κίνησιν 
and ἐνέργεια, for the latter, if it implies motion, is a motion 
desirable for its own sake, having its end in itself. Viewed 
relatively, however, κίνησιν may sometimes be called 
ἐνέργεια. In reference to the capacity of action before ex- 
isting, the action’calls ont into actuality that which was be- 
fore only potential. Thus, for instance, in the process of 
building a house there is an ἐνέργεια of what was before the 
δύναμιν οἰκοδομική, Viewed however in reference to the honse 
itself, this is a mere process to the end aimed at, a γένεσιν, 
or if it be called ἐνέργεια, it must strictly speaking be 
qualified as ἐνέργειά tis ἀτελής." In short, just as the term 
πέχον is relatively applied to very subordinate ends, so too 
ἐνέργεια is relatively applied to what is from another point of 


™ Tt might be said that the being of | existonce of God is an ἐνέργεια for His 
God cannot be fally grasped orrealised | own mind. He is above all, the in 
‘by our minds; but, according to the | and for Himself existing, 
views of Aristotle, the everlasting | 5 Metaph, x. ix. τι. 


δᾶ. 


_| 


| 
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view a mere γένεσιφ or κίνησιν. This we find in Eth. 1. i. 2, 
διαφορὰ δέ τι» φαίνεται τῶν τελῶν' τὰ μὲν γάρ εἰσιν ἐνέργειαι, 
τὰ δὲ παρ᾽ αὐτὰν ἔργα τινά. 

_ Having traced spme of the leading features of this distine~ 
tion between δύναμιν and ἐνέργεια, we may now proceed to 
observe how this form of thought stamped itself upon Ethies. 
We may ask, How is the category of the actual brought to 
bear upon moral questions, and how far is it reacted upon by 
moral associations? At the very outset af Aristotle’s theory it 
appears. As sogn as the proposition has been laid down that 
the chief good for man is only attainable in his proper work, 
and that this proper work is a peculiar kind of life, πρακτική 
tus (ζωὴ) τοῦ λόγον ἔχοντος, Aristotle proceeds to assume 
(θετέον. that this life must be no mere possession {καθ᾽ ἕξιν) 
of certain powers and latent tendencies, but ‘in aetuality, for 
this is the distinctive form of the conception.’ ** He then 
transforms the qualifying term κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν into a substan< 
tive idea, and makes it the chief part of his definition of the 
supreme good. Thus the metaphysical category of ἐνέργεια, 
which comes first into Ethies merely as a form of thought, 
becomes henceforth material. It is identified with happi- 
ness.% In short, it becomes an ethical idea. 

Tn this connection (like its cognate τέλος) ἐνέργεια becomes 
at once something mental. It takes a subjective character, 
as existing now both in and for the mind. Moreover, in an 
exactly parallel way to the use of τέλον, it receives a double 
application, On the one hand it is applied to express moral 
action and the development of the moral powers, on the other 


™ Διττῶς δὲ καὶ ταύτης λεγομένης | τὸ ἀνθρώπινον ἀγαθὺν ψυχῆς ἐνέργεια 
why κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν θετέον κυριώτερον | γίνεται κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, tt. 14, 15. 
γὰρ αὕτη δυκεῖ λέγεσθαι, Εὐδ. 1. vii13. Ἐπ Eth 1. αἰ. 1. Ἐπεὶ δ' ἐστὶν ἧ 
# εἰ δ' ἐστὶν ἔργον ἀνθρώπου ψυχῆς εὐδαιμονία ψυχῆς ἐνέργειά τις κατ᾽ ἀρε- 
ἐνέργεια κατὰ λόγον, κιτιλ.- εἰ δ' οὕτω | τήν, Of. 1, x, 2, 1x. ix. 5, x. νἱ. 2. 
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hand to happiness and the fruition of life. It is in its latter 
meaning that ἐνέργεια is most purely subjective. Taken as a 
formula to express Aristotle's theory of virtue, we may con+ 
sider it as applied in its more objective and simpler sense, 
though even here it is mixed up with psychological associa- 
tions. We shall see how, under newly-invented metaphysical 
forms, Aristotle accounts for the moral nature of man. 
Aristotle divides δυνάμεις into physical and mental.” ΟΥ̓ 
these mental δυνάμεις it is characteristic that they are equally 
capacities of producing contraries, while the physical are 
restricted to one side of two contraries, The capacity of heat, 
for instance, is capable of producing Heat alone ; whereas the 
δύναμιν ἰατρική, as being a mental capucity, and corinected 
with the discursive reason, can produce indifferently either 
health or sickness. From this Aristotle deduces the first step 
of the doctrine of free-will, namely, that the mind is not 
bound by any physical necessity. For he argues that, given 
the requisite active and passive conditions, there 18 ἃ necessity 
for a physical δύναμες to act or suffer in 4 particular way; 
but since the niental $vrdyis is equally a capacity of contraries, 
if there were any necessity for its development, it must be 
necessitated to produce contraries at the same time, which is 
impossible. Therefore there must be some other influence 
which controls the mental δύναμι», and determines into which 
side of the two contraries it shall be developed, and this is 
either desire or reasonable purpose.” Connected with this 
point is another of still greater importance for the ethical 
theory. Not only in the use and exercise of a moral δύναμιν 


© Metaph. wor iit. "Ewa δ' αἱ μὲν | ras ἄλογοι, al δὲ μετὰ λόγον, 
ἐν τοῦς ἀψύχοις ἐνυπάρχουσιν ἀρχαὶ τοι- ᾿Ανάγκη ἄρα ἕτερόν τι εἶναι τὸ 
αὖται, al δ' ἐν τοῖν ἐμψύχοις καὶ ἐν | κύριον, Λέγω δὲ τοῦτο ὄρεξιν ἢ προαί-- 
ψυχῇ, καὶ τῆν ψυχῆς ὃν τῷ λόγον ἔχοντι, | ρεσιν. Metaphys. vu. ¥. 3. 
δῆλον ὅτι καὶ τῶν δινάμεων αἱ μὲν ἔσυν- 
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is the individual above the control of mere external or physical 
circumstances, but also the very acquirement of these δυνάμεεν 
depends on the individual. For the moral capacities are not 


inherent, but. acquired. 


In considering how this can be, we may follow thelogical 
order of the question according to Aristotle, and ask which 
exists first, the δύναμες or the ἐνέργειαῦ The answer is, that 
as a conception, in point of thought (λόγῳ), the ἐνέργεια must 
necessarily be prior; in short, we know nothing of the δύναμεν, 
except from our knowledge of the ἐνέργεια. In point of time 
(χρόνῳ) the case is different; each individual creature exists 
first. δυνάμει, afterwards ἐνεργείᾳ. This assertion, however, 
must be confined to each individual; for, as a necessity of 
thought, we are led to refer to the potential existence of each 
thing to the actual existence of something before (a flower, 
for instance, owes its poteatial existence in the seed, to the 
actual existence of another flower before it); and so the world 
is eternal, for an ἐνέργεια must be supposed as everlastingly 


pre-existing. 


But even in the individual there are some 


things in which the ἐνέργεια. seems prior to the δύναμες; there 
are things which the individual seems to have no ‘ power of 
doing’ until he does them ; he a¢quires the power, in fact, by 


doing them.* 


This phenomenon gives rise to a classification 


of δυνάμεις into the physical, the passive, and the inherent on 
the one hand, and the mental or acquired on the other.™ 
The merely physical capacities of our nature exist indepen- 


" Metaphys, yu, viii. 6 Διὸ καὶ 
δυκεῖ ἀδύνατον εἶναι οἰκοδόμον εἶναι μὴ 
οἰκοδομήσαντα μηϑέν͵ ἣ κιθαριστὴν μη- 
θὲν κιθαρίσαντα' ὁ γὰρ μανθάνων κιθα- 
ρίζειν κιθαρίζων μανθάνει κιθαρίζειν, 
ὁμοίω: δὲ καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι. 


"5 Metaphys, vint, vy. τ. 'Απασῶν δὲ 


4 | 


τῶν δυνάμεων οὐσῶν τῶν μὲν συγγε- 
viv, οἷον τῶν αἰσθήσεων τῶν δὲ ἔθει͵ 
οἷον τῆς τοῦ αὐλεῖν" τῶν δὲ μαϑήσει, 
οἷον τῆς τῶν τεχρῶν, τὰς μὲν ἀνάγκη 
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dent of any act or effort on the part of the individual. And 
80, also, is it with the senses." But the contrary is the case 
with regard to moral virtue, which does not exist in us as a 
capacity (Sivayis); in other words,not as a gift of nature 
| (φύσει), previous to moral action.** We acquire the capacity 
| for virtue by doing virtuous things. It will be seen at once 

! that a sort of paradox is here involved. “ How can it be said 
that we become just by doing just things? If we do just 
things, we are just already.’ The answer of Aristotle to this 
diffieulty would seem to be as follows :— 

β 1. Virtue follows the analogy of the arts, in which the 
first essays of the learner may by chance, or by the guidance 
of his master (ἀπὸ τύχην καὶ ἄλλου ὑποθεμένου), attain a sort 
of success and an artistic appearance, but the learner is no 


artist as yet. 
{ 


2. These ‘just acts,’ by which we acquire justice, are, on 


nearer inspection, not really just ; they want the moral quali- 

| fication of that settled internal character in the heart and 

mind of the agent, without which no external act is virtuous 

| in the highest sense of the term. They are tendencies 

| towards the acquirement of this character, as the first essays 

| of the artist are towards the acquirement of an arti But 

they are not to be eonfounded with those moral acts which 
flow from the eharacter when developed and fixed. 

3, The whole question depends on Aristotle’s theory of the 


9 EVA, τὶ xiii, τι, τὴν τοιαύτην γὰρ 
δύναμιν τῆς ὑνχῆς (τοῦ τρέρεσθαι καὶ 
αὔξεσθω) ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς τρεφομένοις θείη 
rig ἂν καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἐμβρύοιε-- δοκεῖ ἐν 
σοῖς ὕπνοιν ἐνεργεῖν μάλιστα τὸ μόριον 
τοῦτο καὶ ἣ δύναμι: αὕτη, 

"Κι, ni 4. Τὰν δυνάμεις τούτων 


opposed to some of the modern dis- 
coveries of psychology, as, for instance, 
Berkeley's ‘ Theory of Vision” It is 
corrected, however, in some degree by 
Aristotle's doctrine of κυινὴ αἴσϑησιν. 


“= 
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Gis, a8 related to δύναμες and ἐνέργεια. There can be no 
such thing, properly speaking,as a δύναμιν τῆν ἀρετῆν. As 
we have before seen, a δύναμες, except it be merely physical, 
admits of contraries. And therefore in the case of moral 
action there can only be an indefinite capacity of acting 
either this way or that, either well or ill, which is therefore 
equally a δύναμες of virtue and of vice. The ἐνέργεια in this 
ease is determined by no intrinsic law of the δύναμεν,---- 
(ἀνάγκη ἕτερον τι εἶναι τὸ κύριον, Mets viii. v. 3), but by the 
desire or the reason of the agents The ἐνέργεια, however, is 
no longer indefinite; it has, at all events, some sort of 
definiteness for good or bad. And by the principle of habit 
(20s), which Aristotle seems to assume as an acknowledged 
law of human nature, the ἐνέργεια reacts upon the δύναμιν, 

ucing itself. Thus the δύναμεν loses its indefiniteness, 
and passes into a definite tendency ; it ceases to be a mere 
δύναμις, and becomes an ἕξι», that is to say, a formed and 
fixed character, capable only of producing a certain class of 
ἐνέργειαι. Briefly then, by the help of a few metaphysical 
terms, does Aristotle sum up his theory of the moral 
character. Kai ἑνὶ δὴ λόγῳ ἐκ τῶν ὁμοίων ἐνεργειῶν ai ἕξεις 
yivovtat. And it is quite consistent with his entire view of 
these metaphysical categories, that he defines virtue to be 
not on the ome hand a δύναμις, else it would be merely 
physical, nor on the other hand a πάθον, (which is here 
equivalent to ἐνέργεια.) else it would be an isolated emotion, 
—but a sort of ἕξιν. The és, or moral state, is on the 
farther side, so to speak, of the ἐνέργειαι, It is the sum 
and result of them. If és be regarded as a sort of deve- 
loped δύναμιν, as a capacity acquired indeed and definite, 
but still only a capacity, it may naturally be contrasted 
with ἐνέργεια. Thus in the above-quoted passage, Eth. 1. 
vii. 13, διττῶν ταύτην λεγομένης means καθ᾽ ἕξιν and xar’ 


‘4 "»-. “ΜΗ 


ἐνέργειαν, as we may see by comparing vit. xii. 2, VII. v. 1. 
From this point of view Aristotle says, that ‘it is possible 
)fora ἕξιν to exist, without producing any good. But with 
regard to an ἐνέργεια this isnot possible.’ 1, viii. 9, On the 
other hand, however, the #f:s is a fixed tendency to a certain 
class of actions, and, if external circumstances do not forbid, 
will certainly produce these. The ἐνέργεια not only results 
in a Zf:s, but also follows from it, and the test of the forma- 
tion of a ἕξι is pleasure felt in acts resulting from it. 
(u. iii. 1.) When Aristotle says, that there is nothing human 
so abiding as the ἐνέργειαι κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν---διὰ τὸ μάλιστα καὶ 
συνεχέστατα καταζῆν ἐν abrais τοὺς μακαρίους, he implies, of 
course, that, these ἐνέργειαι are bound together by the chain 
of a ἕξιν, of which in his own phraseology they are the 
efficient, the formal, and the final cause. It is observable, 
that the phrase ἐνέργειαι τῇ» ἀρετῆς occurs only twice in the 
ethical treatise. (im. ¥. 1, x. iii. 1.) This is in accordance 
with the principle that virtue cannot be regarded as a 
δύναμι». Therefore Aristotle seems to regard moral acts not 
80 much as the development of a latent excellence, but rather 
as the development or action of our nature in accordance 
with αὶ law (ἐνέργειαι sar’ ἀρετήν). Virtue then comes in as 
ἃ regulative, rather than as a primary idea; it is introduced 
as subordinate, though essential, to happiness, 

When we meet phrases like this just mentioned, we 
translate them, most probably, into our own formula, into 
words belonging to our own moral and psychological systems, 
» We speak of ‘moral acts,’ or ‘virtuous activities,’ or 

* moral energies” ‘Thus we conceive of Aristotle's doctrine 

ap eneentiog to this, that " good acts produce good habits,” 
ag Saat bis theory does come to this; 


Sere nce ον tacln sea 
tained its end in itself, and was desirable for its own sake. 
The distinctness of modern language, and the separation 
between the various spheres of modern thought, prevent 
us from reproducing in any one term all the various asso- 
ciations that attach to this formula of ancient philosophy. 
‘As said before, we must rather τως... 
express them. 

“Hitherto wa hans only alDuded to tes Aone 
ἐνέργεια, as a universal category, imported into Ethics, We 
have now to advert to those which necessarily accrue to it by 
reason of its introduction into this science. It is clear that 
a psychical ἐνέργεια must be different from the same cate- 
gory exhibited in any external object. Life, the mind, the 
moral faculties, must have their ‘existence in actuality’ 
distinguished from their mere ὁ potentiality’ by some special 
difference, not common to other existences. What is it that 
distinguishes vitality from the conditions of life, waking 
from sleeping, thought from the dormant faculties, moral _ 
action from the unevoked moral capacities? In 3 
contrasts there is no conception that 
towards summing up the distinction than that of § 
‘ness.’ 
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Viewed from without, or objectively, ἐνέργεια must mean 
an existence fully developed in itself, or an activity desirable 
for its own sake, so that the mind could contemplate it with- 
out seeing in it a means or a condition to anything beyond. 
But when taken subjectively, as being an ἐνέργεια of the 
mind itself, as existing not only for the mind but also in 
the mind, it acquires a new aspect and character. Hence- 
forth it is not only the rounded whole, the self-ending 
activity, the blooming of something perfect, in the contem- 
plation of which the mind could repose; but it is the mind 
iteelf called out into actuality. It springs out of the mind 
and ends in the mind. It is not only life, but the sense of 
life; not only waking, but the feeling of the powers; not 
only perception or thought, but a consciousness of one’s own 
faculties as well as of the external object. 

This conscious vitality of the life and the mind is not to 
be considered a permanent condition, but one that arises in 
us. (Oftenest it is like a thrill of joy, a momentary intui- 

Were it abiding, if our mind were eapable of a 
ἐνέργεια, we should be as God, whois ἐνέργεια ἄνευ 

But that which we attain to for a brief period 

gives us a glimpse of the divine, and of the life of God. 
© The life of God is of a kind with those highest moods which 
with us last a brief space, it being impossible that they 
should be permanent, whereas with Him they are permanent, 
since His ever-present consciousness is pleasure itself, And 
it is because they are vivid states of consciousness that 


% Buh. τα. ix. 5. γίνεται καὶ οὐχ | ἀδύνατον) ἐπεὶ καὶ ἡδονὴ ἡ ἐνέργεια 
ὑπάρχει ὥσπερ κτῆμά τι. τούτου" καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἐγρήγορσιε αἴ- 
© Metaph. x1. vii, 6. Auer δ' cones νόησις ἥδιστον, ἐλπίδες δὲ καὶ 
ἐστὶν οἵα ἡ ἀρίστη μικρὸν χρόνον ἡμῖν" μνῆμαι διὰ ταῦτα, 
οὕτω γὰρ ἀεὶ ἐκεῖνό ἐστιν (ἡμῖν μὲν γὰρ 
Ws a2 
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waking and perception and thought are the sweetest of all 
things, and in a secondary degree hope and memory.” 

This passage seems of itself an almost sufficient answer to 
those who would argue that Aristotle did not mean to imply 
consciousness in his definition of happiness. If our happi- 
ness, which is defined asév¢pysa ψυχῆς, gives us a conception 
of the blessedness of God, which is elsewhere defined as the 
‘ thinking upon thought,’ we can hardly escape the conclusion, 
that it is the deepest and most vivid consciousness in us that 
constitutes our happiness. The more this idea is followed 
out, the more completely will it be found applicable to the 
theory of Aristotle; the more will it justify his philosophy 
and be justified by it, But here it is necessary to confess, 
that in using the term ‘consciousness’ to express the chief 
import of ἐνέργεια, as applied to the mind and to the 
theory of happiness, we are using a distinct modern term, 
whereas the ancient one was indistinct; we are making 
explicit what was only implicit in Aristotle; we are rather 
applying to him a deduction from his principles than exactly 
representing them in their purest form. Aristotle never says 
Ὁ consciousness,’ though we see he meant it, But one of the 
peculiarities of his philosophy was the want of subjective 
formule, and a tendency to confuse the subjective and the 
objective together. About ἐνέργεια itself Aristotle is not con- 
sistent ; sometimes he treats it purely as objective, separating 
the consciousness from it; as, for instance, th. rx. ix. g, 
ἔστι τι τὸ αἰσθανόμενον ὅτε ἐνεργοῦμεν. *There is somewhat 
in us that takes cognisance of the exercise of our powers.’ 
Again x. iv. 8, τελειοῖ τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡ ἡδονὴ ὧν ἐπιυγινόμενόν τι 
τέλος. “ Pleasure is a sort of superadded perfection, making 
perfect the exercise of our powers” But this is at 
variance with his usual custom; for Happiness is uni- 
versally defined by him as ἐνέργεια, and Eudemus, following 


a 


this out, defined Finn tipi ope Pe 
if we wish to see the term applied in an undeniably subjective 
way, we may look to Hth. 1x. vii. 6. “Ηδεῖα δ᾽ ἐστὶ τοῦ μὲν 
παρόντον ἡ ἱνέργεια, τοῦ δὲ μέλλοντον ἡ ἐλπτίς, τοῦ δὲ γεγενη-. 
μένου ἡ μνήμη, where we can hardly help translating, ‘the 
actual consciousness of the present,’ as contrasted with * the 
hope of the future,’ and ‘the memory of the past.’ In a 
similar context, De Memoria, i. 4, we find Τοῦ μὲν παρόντον 
αἴσθησις». KT. 


In saying that the idea of ‘consciousness’ is implied in, ἢ 


and might almost always be taken to represent, Aristotle’s 
Ethical application of ἐνέργεια, we need not overshoot the 
mark, and speak as if Aristotle made the Summum Bonum 
to consist in self-consciousness, or self-reflection ; that would 
be giving far too much weight to the subjective side of the 
conception ἐνέργεια. Aristotle's theory rather comes to this, 
that the chief good for man is to be found in life itself. Life, 
according to his philosophy, is no means to anything ulterior ; 
in the words of Goethe, ‘ Life itself is the end of life” The 
very use of the term ἐνέργεια, as part of the definition of 
happiness, shows, as Aristotle tells us, that he regards the 
chief good as nothing external to man, but as existing in 
man and for man,—existing in the evocation, the vividness, 
and the fruition of man’s own powers." Let that be called 
out into ‘actuality’ which is potential or latent in man, and 
happiness is the result. Avoiding then any overstrained 
application of the term ‘ consciousness,’ and aiming rather at 
paraphrase than translation, it may be useful to notice one or 
two places in which the term ἐνέργεια occurs. Eth. τι χ 2. 
ΤΑρά γε καὶ ἔστιν εὐδαίμων τότε ἐπειδὰν ἀποθάνῃ ; Ἢ τοῦτό ye 


ee ᾿Ορθῶς δὲ καὶ ὅτε | τέλοι, οὕτω: γὰρ τῶν περὶ ψυχὴν ἀγοθῶν 
λέγονται καὶ ἐνέργειαι τὸ γίνεται καὶ ob τῶν ἐκτός, 
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παντελῶν ἄτοπον, ἄλλων τε καὶ τοῖν λέγουσιν ἡμῖν ἐνέργειάν. 
τινα τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ‘Isa man then happy, after he is dead? 
Or is not this altogether absurd, especially for us who call 
happiness a conscious state?’ 1.x. 9. Κύριαε 8 εἰσὶν αἱ κατ᾽ 
ἀρετὴν ἐνέργειαι τὴν εὐδαιμονία». ‘Happiness depends (not on 
fortune, but) on harmonious moods of mind.’ 1. x. 15. Τί οὖν 
κωλύει λέγειν εὐδαίμονα τὸν κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν τελείαν ἐνεργοῦντα, 
κατὰ. ‘What hinders us calling him happy whose mind is 
moving in perfect harmony?’ vu. xiv. 8. Διὸ 6 Θεὸς ἀεὶ 
plav καὶ ἁπὰ ἣν χαίρει ἡδονήν" οὐ γὰρ μόνον κινήσεώφν ἔστιν 
ἐνέργεια, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀκινησίας. ‘God is in the fruition of 
one pure pleasure everlastingly. For deep eonseiousness 
is possible, not only of motion, but also of repose.’ 1x. ix. 5. 
Μονώτῃ μὲν οὖν χαλεπὸς ὁ βίον " ob yap ῥάδιον καθ᾽ αὑτὸν 
ἐνεργεῖν συνεχῶς, μεθ᾽ ἑτέρων δὲ καὶ πρὸν ἄλλους ῥᾷον. * Now 
to the solitary individual life is grievous; for it is not easy 
to maintain a glow of mind by one’s self, but in company 
with some one else, and in relation to others, this is easier.” 
The formula we are discussing is applied by Aristotle to 
express the nature both of Pleasure and of Happiness. By 
examining separately these two applications of the term, 
we shall not only gain a clearer conception of the import 
of ἐνέργεια itself, but also we shall be in a better position 
for seeing what were Aristotle's real views about Happiness. 
1. The great point that Aristotle insists upon with regard to 
Pleasure is, that it is not κίνησιν, or γένεσεν, but ἐνέργεια 
(Eth. x. iii. 4-5, x. iv. 2). What is the meaning of the dis- 
tinction? In Aristotle's Rhetoric? which contains his 
earlier and less scientific view, we find pleasure defined in 
exactly the terms here repudiated, namely, as ‘a certain 


© Rhet. τ, xi,1. Ὑποκείσθω δ' ἡγῖν | els τὴν ὑπάρχουσαν φύσιν, λύπην δὲ 
εἶναι τὴν ἡδονὴν κίνησίν τινα τῆς ψυχῆν τοὐναντίον. 


καὶ κατάστασιν ἀθρόαν καὶ αἰσθητὴν 


ἵν. = = δ 


Bicwnover; no γέρου ocx Slow iets ΤΡ Σ᾿ 
but, between the one and the other, some pain must have 
place. It is the slight depressions of vitality, with inter- 
vening expansions of it, which together make up a healthy 
condition, which we erroneously take for a continuously-felt 
state of well-being ; whereas, this condition consists only of 
pleasurable feelings, following each other by reciprocation, 
that is, with continually intervening pain. Pain is the 
stimulus of activity, and in activity we first become conscious 
of life; without it an inanimate state would ensue.’ In these 
coincided with Plato. The ‘sense of that which promotes 
life’ answers to ἀναπλήρωσις, and Plato appears to have held, 
with Kant, the reciprocal action of pleasure and pain (cf. 
Pheedo, p. 60). Kant’s formulm, like Plato's, are only applic- 
able to the bodily sensations, and do not express aires 
the mind. 

Aristotle in defining Pleasure as ὃ τελειοῖ τὴν ἐνέργειαν, 
makes it, not ‘the sense of what promotes life,’ but rather 
the sense of life itself; the sense of the vividness of the vital 
powers; the sense that any faculty whatsoever has met its 
proper object. This definition then is equally applicable to 
the highest functions of the mind, as well as to the bodily 
organs. Even in the ease of pleasure felt upon the supplying 
of a want, the Aristotelian“ doctrine with regard to that 


 Kant’s Anthropology, p. 169. | edition of Plato's Philedus. London, 
Mig) ators weusivien ive ἢν 1855. - 
Dr, Badham in an Appendix to his Of, ἘΝ, x, iii. 6... 
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had prepared the way in these for the identification of B 

ness with the highest kind of Pleura, be at aa 
arrived at it. However, we can find no other distinction in 
his theory between Pleasure and Happiness, than that the 
latter is something ideal and essentially moral {τέλος καὶ 
τέλειον πάντῃ πάντωφ), and extended over an entire life 
(λαβοῦσα ᾿ μῆκος βίου τελείου), and implying the highest 
human excellence, the exercise of the highest: faculties {ψυχῆν 
ἐνέργεια κατὰ τὴν κρατίστην ἀρετήν). We have before alluded 

to the ideal character of Happiness as a whole. This 18 shown 

especially by the fact, that while on the one hand Aristotle 
says that Happiness (ἐνέργεια yuyijs) must occupy a whole 

life, on the other hand he speaks of brevity of duration as 

necessarily attaching to every human ἐνέργεια. A δύναμις, 

he argues, is not only a δύναμις of being, but also a δύναμιν 

of not-being. This contradiction always infects our ἐνέργειαι, 

and, like a law of gravitation, this negative side is always 

tending to bring them to a stop. The heavenly bodies, being 

divine and eternal, move perpetually and unweariedly,"? for 

in them this law of contradiction does not exist. But to 

mortal creatures itis impossible to long maintain an ἐνέργεια, 

—that vividness of the faculties, on which joy and pleasure 

depend. Happiness then, as a permanent condition, is some- 

thing ideal ; Aristotle figures it as the whole of life summed 

up into a vivid moment of consciousness; or again, as the 
aggregate of such moments with the intervals omitted; or 
again, that these moments are its essential part (τὸ κύριον 

μέρος τῆς εὐδαιμονίας), constituting the most blessed state 
of the internal life (ζωὴ μακαριωτάτη), while the framework 


 Metaph, wut. viii. 18. Διὸ det | joer τοῦτο δρῶντα᾽ σὸ he wl τὴν 
ἐνεργεῖ ἥλιον καὶ ἄστρα καὶ ὅλος ὃ δύναμιν τῆς ἀντιφάσεως 

οὐρανός, καὶ od φοβερὸν μή ποτε στῇ, δ τοῖ; φθαρτοῖς, ἡ κίνησις, 
φοβοῦνται οἱ περὶ φύσεων, Οὐδὲ κά- 
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more—it is not a mere application of the doctrine of moder= 


ation to the subject-matter of the various separate virtues. 
We see traces ofa more profound source of the idea in his 
reference to the verse ἐσθλοὶ μὲν γὰρ ἁπλῶς, παντοδαπῶς δὲ 
κακοί. For here we are taken back to associations of the 
Pythagorean philosophy, and to the principle that evil is of 
the nature of the infinite and good of the finite.” 

To say that what is infinite is evil, that what is finite is 
good, may seem an entire contradiction to our own ways of 
thinking. We speak of ‘man’s finite nature,’ or of ‘the infi- 
nite nature of God,’ from a contrary point of view. But by 
‘finite’ in such sentences we mean to express limitations of 
power, of goodness, of knowledge, each limitation implying 
an inferiority as compared with a nature in which such limi~ 
tation does not exist. But the Pythagoreans were not deal- 
ing with this train of thought, when they said ‘the finite is 
good.’ They were expressing what was in the first place a 
truth of number, but afterwards was applied as a universal 
symbol; they were speaking of goodness in reference to their 
own minds. The ‘finite’ in numberis the calculable, that ® 
which the mind can grasp and handle; the ‘infinite’ is the 
incaleulable, that which baffles the mind, that which refuses 
to reduce itself to law, and hence remains unknowable. The 

! ‘infinite’ in this sense remained an object of aversion to the 
Pythagoreans, and hence in drawing out their double row of 
goods and evils, they placed ‘ the even’ on the side of the bad, 
*the odd’ on the side of the good. This itself might seem 
paradoxical, until we leam that with even numbers they 


4“. Bt, τι, vie 14. Τὸ γὰρ κακὸν | γιγνωσκόμενα ἀριθμὸν ἔχοντι, ab γὰρ 
τοῦ ἀπείρου, ὧς οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι εἴκαζον, οἷόν τε οὐδὲν οὔτε νοηθῆμεν οὔτε γνω- 
τὸ δ᾽ ἀγαϑὺν τοῦ πεπεμασμένου. σθῆμεν ἄνευ τούτω, Whether this 

* Of. Philolaus, apud Stob, Hol. | fragment be genuine or not, it ex- 
Phys. 1, xxi. 7, Καὶ πάντα γα μὰν τὰ | presses the doctrine, 
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tity, as, for instance, the equal or the double. ‘The’ 
mixed class exhibits the law of the πέραν introdu 
the ἄπειρον. Of this Socrates adduces beautifl manifestae 
tions. Thus in the human body the infinite is the tendeney 
to extremes, to disorder, to disease, but the introduction of 
the limit here produces a balance of the constitution and 
health. In sounds you have the infinite degrees of deep and 
high, quick and slow; but the limit gives rise to modula- 
tion, and harmony, and all that is delightful in music. In 
climate and temperature, where the limit has been intro- 
duced, excessive heats and violent storms subside, and the 
mild and genial seasons in their order follow. In the human 
mind, ‘the goddess of the limit’ checks into submission the 
wild and wanton passions, and gives rise to all that is good. 

Both in things physical and moral these two opposites, 
the finite and the infinite, are thus made to play into one 
another, and to be the joint causes of beauty and excellence. 
Out of their union an entire set of ideas and terms seem to 
spring up, symmetry, proportion, balance, harmony, modera- ὦ 
tion, and the like. And this train of associations seems to have 
been constantly present to the mind of Plato, It suited 
the essentially Greek character of his philosophy to dwell 
upon the goodness of beauty, and the beauty of goodness, 
on the morality of art, and the artistic nature of morality ; 
so that words like μετριότης and συμμετρία became naturally 
appropriated to express excellence in life and action. 

This Platonic principle, then, Aristotle seems to have 
taken up and adopted, slightly changing the formula, however, 


φυτῶν" ἐν πᾶσι γὰρ τούτοις ἔνεστιν 


“ ΟἹ, Republic, p. 400 Ἐ, Ἔστι δέ γέ 
πον πλήρης μὲν γραφικὴ αὑτῶν καὶ πᾶσα 
τοιαύτη 


αὖ ἡ τῶν ἄλλων σκενῶν ἐργασία, ἔτι δὲ 
ἡ τῶν σωμάτων φύσις καὶ ἡ τῶν ἄλλων 
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the consideration of persons and of circumstance 
4-5). This opposition of the mean to the too much and too. 
little becomes henceforward a formula of almost universal 
application. It is no mere negative principle, not the mere 
avoiding of extremes, but rather the realisation of a law. 
When Aristotle says that the μεσότης must be ὡρισμένη, 
λόγῳ, he means that our action must correspond to the 
standard which exists in the rightly-ordered mind. What 
is subjectively the λόγος, law or standard, that is objectively 
the μεσότης or balance. ‘ Each of our senses,’ says Aristotle, — 
‘is a sort of balance (usadrys) between extremes in the 
objects of sensation, and this it is which gives us the power of 
judging? ® 

Thus again he says of plants, that they have no per- 
ceptions, ‘because they have no standard’ (διὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχειν. 
μεσότητα, De An. τι. xii. 4). Again, he defines pleasure and 
pain to consist in ‘the consciousness, by means of the dis 
criminating faculty {τῇ αἰσθητι «jj μεσότητι) of the senses, of 
coming in contact with good or evil. Each of the senses 
then is, or contains, a sort of standard of its proper object. 
And it is clear that Aristotle attributes tous a similar critical 
faculty in regard of morals, He says, that ‘ It is peculiar to 
man, as compared with the other animals, that he has a sense 
of good and bad, just and unjust.’ He seems to have 
regarded this ‘ moral sense’ as analogous to the musical ear,’ 


* De Animd, τι, xi. 17. ‘Os ris | 7d ἀγαδὸν ἢ κακὸν, ποιαῦτα.--- δὲ Are —De An 
αἰσθήσεως οἷον μεσότητός τινος οὔσηε τι. vii, 2. ἢ " 
τῆς ἐν τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς ἐναντιώσεως, Καὶ 
Bik τοῦτο unless Τὰ ὠοδηνά; τὸ ἠδ 
μέσον κριτικόν. 

Μ Καὶ ἔστι τὸ ἥδεσθαι καὶ λυπεῖσθαι 
τὸ ἐνεργεῖν τῇ αἰσθητικῇ μεσότητι πρὸ; 
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absolute and awful difference between right and wrong. 
Aristotle himself seems to have anticipated this last objection, 
by remarking that ‘It is only according to the most 
abstract and metaphysical conception that virtue is a mean 
between vices, whereas from a moral point of view it is an 
extreme (i, ¢. utterly and extremely removed from them’). 
Aristotle acknowledges that the formula of the mean does 
not adequately express the good of virtue; that when think- 
ing of virtue under the category of good, and regarding it as 
an object for the moral feelings and desires, as an object to 
be striven after, we should rather seek some other formula to 
express its nature. In the same way it might be said in 
accordance with modern views, that ‘the mean’ does not 
adequately express the right of virtue in relation to the will 
and conscience. 

The objections to Aristotle's theory arise from a partial 
misconception of what the term Μεσότης really conveys. 
Kant for * the mean’ substitutes ‘law.’ But we have already 
traced the identity or correlation of Λόγος and Μεσότης, and 
we have seen that Mecdrns really implies and expresses 
exactly what is meant by ‘law—properly so called. The 
only advantage which the term ‘law’ can have over Meoorys, 
as an ethical principle, comes to it unfairly. For there is a 
sort of ambiguity between the two meanings of the word 
law; on the one hand it may denote a general principle, or 
harmony, or idea in nature; on the other hand an authori- 
tative command of the state. In applying the word to 
morals the associations of both meanings are blended toge- 
ther, and ‘the law of right’ accordingly expresses not only 
something harmonious, the attainment of an idea in action, 


% Eth. τι. vi. 17. Κατὰ μὲν τὴν λέγοντα μεσότης ἐστὶν ἡ ἀρετή, κατὰ 
δὐσίαν καὶ τὸν λόγον τὸν + ἣν εἶνα δὲ τὸ ἄριστόν καὶ τὸ εὖ ἀκρότη, Ὁ 
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inferior to what it seems as a whole, Resolve the statue or 
the building into stone and the laws of proportion, and no 
worthy causes of the former beautiful result seem now left 
behind. So, also, resolve a virtuous act into the passions and 
some quantitative law, and it seems to be rather destroyed 
than analysed; though, after all, what was there else that it 
could be resolved into? An act of bravery seems beautiful 
and noble; when we reduce this to a balance between the 
instincts of fear and self-confidence, the glory of it is gone. 
This is because the form is everything, and the matter 
nothing; and yet the form, without the matter as its ex- 
ponent, has no existence. It is, no doubt, true that the 
beauty of that brave act. would have been destroyed had the 
boldness of it been pushed into folly; and equally so had it 
been controlled into caution. The act, as it was done, ex- 
hibits the law of life, ‘ multeity in unity ;’ or, in other words, 
the law of beauty. This is, then, what the term Μεσότην 
is capable of expressing ; it is the law of beauty. If virtue 
is harmony, grace, and beauty in action, Μεσότης perfectly 
expresses this. 

That beauty constituted virtne, was an eminently Greek 
idea. Ifwe run through Aristotle's list of the virtues, we find 
them all embodying this idea. The law of the Meodrns, as 
exhibited in bravery, temperance, liberality, andmagnanimity, 
constitutes a noble, free, and brilliant type of manhood. 
Extend it also, as Aristotle does, to certain qualifications of 
temper, speech, and manners, and you have before you the 
portrait of a graceful Grecian gentleman. The question now 
is, are there other virtues which exhibit some other law than 
this law of beauty, and to which, therefore, the Meaérns 
would be inapplicable? Let us take as instances, truth, 
humility, charity, forgiveness of injuries, and ak whobig 
ease with these. ‘Truth’ is treated of ina 


ful 


forwardness of manner, which he perigee 
boastfulness and over-modesty, That deeper kind of trath 
which, as he says, is concerned with justice and injustice, he 
omits to treat of. When we come to the Peripatetic theory 
of justice—taking this as an individual virtue—we find it 
imperfectly developed. Now, truth itself seems expressible 
under the law of the Megorys; it is a balance of reticence 
with candour, suitable to times and seasons. But the impulse 
to truth—the duty of not deceiving—the relation of the will 
to this virtue, seems something quite beyond the formula of 
the Mean. β 

8.0. also, with the other virtues specified; humility, charity, 
and forgiveness of injuries being Christian qualities, are not 
described by Aristotle; but if we ask if they are ‘mean 
states,’ we find that they are all beautiful; and, in so fur 
as that, they all exhibit a certain grace and balance of the 
human feelings. There is a point at which each might be 
overstepped ; humility must not be grovelling, nor charity 
weak; and forgiveness must at times give place to indigna- 
tion. But there seems in them something which is also their 
chief characteristic, and which is beyond and different from 
this quality of the mean. Perhaps this might be expressed 
in all of them as ‘self-abnegation.’ Now, here, we get a 
different point of view from which to regard the virtues ; and 
that is, the relation of Self, of the individual Will, of the 
moral Subject to the objective in the sphere of action. This 
point of view Aristotle's principle does not touch. Μεσότην 
expresses the objective law of beauty in action, and, as eor- 
relative with it, the critical moral faculty in our minds, but 
the law of right in action as something binding on the moral 


BphijosG tt Waxes mhesyremed. To some extent this want is 
: doctrine of the rédos, which raises ἃ. 


s Sinleda of cut abst 
Ἐπ Butatill the theory of Duty’ cannot be said to exist im 
Aristotle, and all that relates to the moral will is with him 
only in its infancy. Μεσότην, we have seen, expresses the 
beauty of good acts, but leaves something in the goodness of 
them unexpressed. In conclusion, we must remember that 
*Aperi) with Aristotle did not mean quite the sameas ‘virtue’ 
with us; he meant the excellence, or perfection of man, just 
as he spoke elsewhere of the ‘Apert? of a horse. It is no 
wonder then that with his Greek views he resolved this into 
a sort of moral beauty. iv 
IV, Aristotle prided himself,” not unnaturally, on having 
been the first to work out the laws of the Syllogism; later 
on in hig literary career he appears to have seen that the 
syllogistic formula might be useful for expressing other 
psychological phenomena, besides those involved in arriving 
αὐ ἃ deductive conclusion. Accordingly in his-treatise On the 
Soul (1. xi.) he applies it to explain the process of arriving 
at a resolution or determination to act. He says that this 
process is only possible in the animals which possess the 
power of calculation (ἐν τοῖς λογιστικοῖφ): that it implies a 
power of combining two or more impressions into one (δύναται 
ἂν ἐκ πλειόνων φαντασμάτων moety); that this syllogistie 
conviction (τὴν ἐκ συλλογισμοῦ δόξαν) contains on the one 
hand perception and it may be desire, and on the other hand 
a universal element,—wish for the generally good (βούλησιν, 
see note on Eth, 11. iy. 1), or a general intellectual conception 
of the reason (ἡ καθόλου ὑπόληψις καὶ λόγον) ; that some- 
times the wish for the generally good conquers the particular 
_* Of, Sophist, Bench. xxxiii. 18, 


Kal περὶ μὲν τῶν ῥητορικῶν ὑπῆρχε 
πολλὰ καὶ παλαιὰ τὰ λεγόμενα, περὶ δὲ 


to ἃ proposition of the understanding, that the law of the 
final canse is to an act of the will. ‘Under what conditions 
of thought is it,’®' asks the writer, ‘that a person at one 
time acts, αὖ another time does not act; at one time is put in 
motion, at another time not? It seems to be much the same 
case as with people thinking and reasoning about abstract 
matter, only there the ultimate thing to be obtained is an 
abstract proposition, for as soon as one has perceived the 
two premisses, one perceives the conclusion, But here the . 
conclusion that arises from the two premisses is the action ; as, 
for instance, when one has perceived, that Every man ought, 
to walk, and [am aman, he walks immediately. Or again, 
that No man ought now to walk, and I am a man, he stops 
still immediately. Both these courses he adopts, provided he 
be neither hindered nor compelled. . . . . That the action is 
the conclusion, is plain; but the premisses of the practical 
syllogism are of two kinds, specifying either that something 
is good, or again, how it is possible.’ This then may 
shortly be said to be the form of the practical syllogism : 

either (1) Major Premiss. Such and such an action is 

universally good. 
Minor Premiss. This will be an action of the 
kind, ἔ 

Performance of the action. 
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Conclusion, 


© De Mot, An. vii 1, Πῶς δὲ νοῶν | ἀνθρώπῳ, αὐτὸς δ᾽ ἄνθρωπος, βαδίζει 


ὁτὲ μὲν πράττει ὁτὲ δ' οὐ πράττει, καὶ 
κινεῖται, ὁτὲ δ' οὐ κινεῖται; “Ἔοικε 
παραπλησίω: συμβαίνειν καὶ περὶ τῶν 
ἀτινήτων διανοουμένοις καὶ συλλογιζο- 
μένοις, ᾿Αλλ᾽ ἐκεῖ μὲν θεώρημα τὸ 
τέλος {ὅταν γὰρ τὰς Bis προτάσεις 
νοήσῃ, τὸ συμπέρασμα ἐνόησε καὶ συνέ- 
ϑηκεν), ἐνταῦϑα δ' ἐκ τῶν Bio προτά- 
σεὼν τὸ συμπέρασμα γίγνεται ἡ πρᾶξιν, 
οἷον ὅταν νοήσῃ ὅτι παντὶ βαδιστέον 


εὐθέως, ἂν δ' ὅτι οὐδενὶ βαδιστέον νῦν 
ἀνθρώπῳ, αὑτὸς δ' ἄνθρωπος, εὐθὺν 
ἠρεμεῖ" καὶ ταῦτα ἄμφω πράττει, ἂν μή 
τι κωλύῃ ἢ ἀναγκάζῃ. 

@ De Mot. An, vii.4. “Ὅτι μὲν οὖν 
ἡ πρᾶξις τὸ συμπέρασμα, φανερόν" αἱ 
δὲ προτάσεις αἱ ποιητικαὶ διὰ δύο εἰδῶν 
γίνονται, διά τε τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ καὶ διὰ τοῦ 


δυνατοῦ. 


r 
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in Book VI.; for in the former, the process of deliberation is 
compared to the analysis of a diagram (Zth. mi. iii. mn); in 
the latter, error of deliberation is spoken of as a false syl- 
logism, where the right end is attained by a wrong means, 
that is, by a false middle term.” 

It is to Books VI. and VIL. that we must look to see the 
use made of the practical syllogism. It is applied, first, to 
the explanation of the nature of Thought (φρόνησιν), which 
is shown to contain a universal and a particular element. 
2. To show the intuitive character of moral judgments and 
knowledge. 3. To prove the necessary and inseparable 
connection of wisdom and virtue. 4. In answer to the 
question, how is it possible te know the good, and yet act 
contrary to one’s knowledge? In short, how is incontinence 
possible? This phenomenon is explained in two ways ; either 
the incontinent man does not apply a minor premiss to his 
universal principle, and so the principle remains dormant, 
and his knowledge of the good remains merely implicit ; or, 
again, desire constructs a sort of syllogism of its own, in- 
consistent with, though not directly contradictory to, the 
arguments of the moral reason. Incontinence therefore 
implies knowing the good, and at the same time not know- 
ing it. It would be impossible to act contrary to a com- 
plete syllogism which applied the knowledge of the good toa 
case in point; for the necessary conclusion to such a syllo~ 


© Eth. vi. ix. 5. ᾿Αλλ᾽ ἔστι καὶ | ρύσταϑμα ὕδατα φαῦλα, ἢ ὅτι τοδὶ 
τούτον ψευδεῖ συλλογισμῷ τυχεῖν, καὶ δ βαρύσταθμον, 
μὲν δεῖ ποιῆσαι τυχεῖν, δ ob δ' οὔ, Eth, νι. xi. 4. Καὶ ὃ νοῦς τῶν 
ἀλλὰ ψευδῆ τὸν μέσον ὅρον εἶναι. ἐσχάτων ἐπ᾿ ἀμφότερα, κιτιλ, 

© γῆ, vi. vii, 7. Οὐδ᾽ ἐστὶν | EA, τι. xii, το, Ἔστι δ᾽ ἡ φρό- 
φρόνησις τῶν καθόλον μόνον, ἀλλὰ δεῖς νησιτ΄. « « ἀρχάν. 
καὶ τὰ καθ' ἕκαστα γνωρίζειν, κτλ, ΟΦ Eth, νὰ ἐπ, 6, Ἔτσι ἐπεὶ, οὐκ 
τιν viii. γ. “Ἔτι ἡ ἁμαρτία ἢ περὶ τὸ ἐνεργεῖ, νι, iii. 9, το, Ἔτι καὶ ὧδε... 
καθόλον ἐν τῷ βουλεύσασθαι ἢ περὶ τὸ | κατὰ συμβεβηκόε, 
wal! ἕκαστον" ἢ γὰρ ὅτι πάντα τὰ βα- 
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the level of abetract reasoning, it seems that we have only to 
deal with its disjointed parts in order to know the whole 
theory of human Will. We have only to ask what is the 
nature of the major premiss, and how obtained? What is 
the nature of the minor premiss, and how obtained? The 
answer to these questions in the Ethics is not very explicit. 
This is exactly one of the points on which a conclusive theory 
seems to have been least arrived at. With regard to our 
possession of general principles of action, there appear to be 
three different accounts given in different places. 

(1) They are innate and intuitive (v1. xi. 4, vil. vi. 6,7). 

(2) They are evolved from experience of particulars (v1. 
viii. 6). 

(3) They depend on the moral character (v1. xii. 10, VII. 
Vili. 4). 

These three accounts are not, however, incompatible with 
one another. For as in explaining the origin of speculative 
principles (Post. An. 11. xix.) Aristotle seems to attribute them 
to reason as the cause and experience as the condition ; so in 
regard to moral principles, we might say that they were per- 
ceived by an intuitive faculty, but under the condition of a 
certain bearing of the moral character, which itself arises out 
of and consists in particular moral experiences. This recon- 
ciliation of the statements is not made for us in the Ethics. 
There the different points of view stand apart, and there is 
something immature about the whole theory. So too with 
regard to the minor premiss in action; on the one hand we 
are told that it is a matter of perception (v1. viii. 9), as if it 
belonged to everybody; on the other hand we are told that 
the apprehension of these particulars is exactly what distin- 
guishes the ‘thoughtful’ man.”"_ But it is unnecessary to at- 


τι Πρακτικός γε ὃ φρόνιμος" τῶν γὰρ ἐσχάτων ris. th. vit. ii. 5. 


number) moying in it. Both Stars and Pla 
have regarded as conscious, happy beings, 
orbits, and inhabiting regions free from 
chance ; and these regions formed the subject 
On the Heavens. Next to this he is th 
composed his treatise On Generation and 
order to expound those principles of physic 
(dependent on the hot, the cold, the wet, and 
which in the higher parts of the Universe had 


* φυσικῆς 'Axpodrews A, B, κιτιλ, 
“Axpdacis meaus a sciontific, as op- 
posed to a popular, discourse or 
ΕΝ 


immediately round the Earth, in which the meteors and 
comets moved, which was characterised by incessant change 
and by the passing of things into and out of existence, and 
which formed the subject of his Meteorologics. The last 
book of this treatise brings us down to the Earth itself, and 
indeed beneath its surface, for it discusses, in a curious 
theory, the formation of rocks and metals, From this point 
Aristotle would seem to have started afresh with his array of 
physiological treatises, the first written of which may very 
likely have been that On the Parts of Animals, as containing 
general principles of Anatomy and Physiology. Next it 
seems probable that the work On the Soul was produced. 
This, as Spengel points out, was not intended in the first 
instance to be a treatise on Psychology, but a physiological 
account of the vital principle as manifested in plants, 
animals, and men. A set of ‘appendices,’ as we should now 
eall them, an various functions connected with life in general, 
such as Sensation, Memory, Sleep, Dreaming, Longevity, 
Death, ἄς,» were added by Aristotle to his work On the Soul. 
Afterwards the ten books of Researches on Animals,’ and the 
five books On the Generation of Animals—together with the 
minor treatise On the Progression of Animals, and with a 
collection of Problems,’ which Aristotle probably kept by 
him, and added to from time to time—made up the series 
of Aristotle's Physiological and Physical writings, so far as he 
lived to complete them. Treatises On the Physiology of 


Περὶ τὰ Ζῷα Ἰστοριῶν A, B, κτλ, * Prantl, in the Transactions of 
‘The work is always reforred to under | the Royal Acadomy of Munich, 1852, 
this title by Aristotle, The Latin | shows that whilo there is yrobably 
name Historia Animatinm is there- δ Aristotelian nucleus to the collec~ 
foro 8 migtranslation. Out of this | tion of Prodlems which hayo come 
mistranslation, however, tha term | down to us# under the name of Aris- 
* Natural History,’ to denote m pur- | totlo, the great bulk of the collection 
ticular department of science, seoms | is by a variety of Peripntotic hands, 
to have arisen. and ia full of inconsistencies, 
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Physics both in idea and in peep Ζς 

finally, on ον μαναυουε ριον 
above, p. 30) to the effect that the - 
by Eudemus after the death of Aristotl 
potshid together hy his puta Ravine 
might with probability conjecture, never 

pleted. Such, or some such, having been t 
the works of Aristotle were composed, we 
comparing the probably subsequent with 
prior writings, the following peculiarities :-—( 
more general forms of the philosophy, such as t 
causes, the opposition of the potential and the 
laws of the syllogism, the conception of the 
ment, &e., were pretty well cut and dried ἢ 
ofany of the extant books commenced. (2) 


* De Ar, Lib, Ord, et μοί, pp. 
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able portion of the special matter of the separate treatises 
was stored up ready beforehand. Thus there is a rich 
instalment of ethical matter in the Rhetoric, of political 
matter in the Ethics, of metaphysical matter in the Physical 
Discourse, &e.; (3) But when Aristotle came to concentrate 
his mind on a particular subject he invariably made a great 
advance in the conception of it: thus the analysis ef ethical 
phenomena in the Ethics goes far beyond that arrived at in 
the Rhetoric; (4) Out of an ostensible regard for strict 
orderly arrangement and the due apportionment of subject- 
matter to the separate sciences, Aristotle constantly put off 
the solution of particular questions for ‘another’ or ‘a later’ 
enquiry. We say ostensible, because in some cases it looks 
as if the excuse were a convenient one for postponing 
questions to which he was not prepared with an answer. 
On the other hand, either from neglecting his own rules of 
method, or from not having as yet seen the limits of a 
particular science, and from having to write tumultuously 
and under pressure,—he sometimes launches out into not 
strictly appropriate discussions. Thus in the Art of Poetry 
he goes on into questions of Style, which belonged properly 
to the Rhetoric, and even into elementary questions of 
Grammar, which rather should have had a treatise to them- 
selves, And in the work On the Soul, which is professedly a 
physiological '* treatise, he transcends the limits of Physio- 
logy or Physics, and introduces discussions on the theory of 
Knowledge, on the relation of Subject to Object, on the 


" As, for instancs, In the theory | terial conditions, It ἦν olsewhore 
of the naturoof Ploasurv. Soo above, | implied that some funetions of the 
Ῥ' 246, soul may bo not 0 dependent, and that 

De An, 1. i, 15, Καὶ διὰ τοῦτο | these will be treated of by motaphy- 
ἤδη φυσυιοῦ τὸ ϑεωρῆσαι περὶ ψυχῆς, | wien (70, § 19), ἢ δὲ κεχωρισμένα ὁ 
ΑΞ ΣΑΣ bo πρῶτα; φιλόσυφον. 

ite functions are dependent on ma- 
τὸ 


anticipations of his Prima Philosophia, or metaphysi 
‘But these last-mentioned disonssions are only partly anticipa~ 
tions, they are ποὺ complete or satisfactory in themselves, 
entire metaphysical system which was afterwards to be 
expounded, as the forestalments of ethical doctrine in the 


_ Rhetoric, stand to the completion of that: doctrine in the 


Ethics themselves. But the difference is, that the meta- 
physical system of Aristotle was, so far as we know, never 
completed. And thus the result of an examination of the 
works of Aristotle as a whole, seems to be, that while he was 
engaged in finishing off, according to his views, the ex- 
position of each separate science, he was constantly deferring 
the greatest and deepest questions of all for final exposition 
in a system of Metaphysics, which was to form the key-stone 
of the entire arch. But of this final exposition only a 
fragment has reached us; probably no more than this 
fragment was ever composed, and the appearance it presents 
is such as to suggest the belief that Aristotle while composing 
it, at the end of his life, was still only feeling his way to a 
theory of the relation borne by God to Nature, the Universe, 
and the Human Soul. 

With Aristotle's faults or merits as a Physicist we are 
not, for the present purpose, much concerned, for they do not. 
affect his ethical system either one way or the other. But 
it may be mentioned here, in passing, that Aristotle’s 
Physical Philosophy has been made the subject both of the 
most, extravagant eulogy, and also of extreme disparagement." 

“ See Aristotle: a Chapter from | an eximple of the opposite extreme, 
the History of Science, by Ὁ, H. | muking the case agninst Aristotle's 
Lewes (London, 1854), pp. 154-155, | failures in physical science far worn 


where a spocimen of these culogies is | than noods be, 
given, Mr. Lewes himself farnishos 
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On the one hand he has been spoken of as if he had antiei~ 
pated many of the discoveries of modern times; on the other 
hand he has apparently been blamed for not having done 0. 
But it should surely have been remembered that " Truth is 
the daughter of Time,’ and that this is especially the case 
with regard to the Sciences of Observation, which creep on 
from one vantage point to another. Aristotle, then, ought 
not personally to be blamed for the erroneous views of Astro~ 
nomy, or even of Physiology, which he puts forth. In these 
he only represents a particular point in the general history of 
Science, arrived at more than 2,000 years ago. He doubtless 
added considerably, by his industry in collecting and storing 
up facts, to the knowledge of Natural History and Physiology 
previously existing, and by his masterly mapping out of the 
whole field of science he opened the way to a distinct and 
lucid enquiry into all parts of nature. It was only owing to 
political causes—to the influence of the Stoical and Epicu- 
rean schools taking men’s minds in a different direction, to 
the decline of the Greek nation, and to the inferiority of 
the Roman intellect—that his example was not more fruit~ 
fully followed. Aristotle has been accused of " explaining 
Nature by means of the syllogism :'** but no one could have 
made this accusation who had ever read his works. He has 
also been accused of * preaching Induction, while neglecting 
to practise it;’" but this is far more undoubtedly true of 
Lord Bacon himself, who, however, gets boundless glory for 
what he preached, and no blame for his mistakes and failures 
in such small soientific enquiries as he essayed to make, 
Another fallacy of this kind consists in supposing that the 
early philosophies of Greece’ were superior as explanations 
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ot Nature to the philosophy of Aristotle. The early systems ᾿ 
‘were mere guesses based on some slight analogy of super- 
ficial facts. Thus, though they curiously anticipated by their 
eonjectures some of the modern theories, yet they had no 
solidity or power of self-demonstration, They were a kind 
of ¢ false dawn’ which appeared and faded away again. Thus 
the anticipation of the Nebular Theory by Anaximander, that 
of the Solar System by the Pythagoreans, that of the Atomic 
Theory by Democritus, and something like that of the theory 
of Natural Selection by Empedocles—were rejected by the 
general voice of Greece and by Aristotle. Aristotle's 
theories of an eternal universe, with the earth as its centre, 
and closed in by the periphery of the Heavens, were neither 
worse, nor better, than these, All Cosmologies in the fourth 
century 8.0, were equally incapable of verification. Aristotle 
longed for Science, and strove after it ; but the conditions of 
Science, as yet, did not exist. And yet, there are certain 
ultimate questions about the Universe in regard to which 
the thoughts of Aristotle have a value, even at the present 
day. 

The most interesting notices of Aristotle's general views 
of Nature may be gathered from the second book of his Phy- 
sical Discourse. He speaks of ὁ nature’ as ‘a principle of 
motion and rest implanted and essentially inherent in things, 
whether that motion be locomotion, increase, decay, or altera~ 
tion.’ ‘It is absurd" to try to prove the existence of nature; 
to do so would be to ignore the distinction between self- 
evident and not self-evident things.’ ‘ Nature * may be said 


™ Nat, Awec. 1.1.2, ‘As οὔσης τῆς | οὐ δυναμένου κρίνειν ἐστὶ τὸ δ αὐτὸ 
φύσεως ἀρχῆς τινὺς καὶ αἰτία: τοῦ κι- καὶ μὴ δι᾽ αὑτὸ γνώριμον. 
νεῖσθαι καὶ ἠρεμεῖν ἐν ᾧ ὑπάρχει πρώτων ™ Nat. Ause. τι. i. 8, Ἕνα μὲν οὖν 
καϑ' αὐτὸ καὶ μὴ κατὰ συμβεβηκός, τρόπον οὕτως ἡ φύσις λέγεται, ἣ πρώτη 
Not. Ause.tt. ik 4. δι δ' ἐστὶν ἡ | ἑκάστῳ ὑποκειμένη ὕλη τῶν ἐχόντων ee 
φύσις πειρᾶσθαι δεικνύναι, γελοῖον"... αὑτοῖς ἀρχὴν κινήσεωτ καὶ 0 
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in one sri afl i cls Sag cag 
of matter in things possessing their own principle of motion 
and change; in another way it may be called the form and 
law of such things.’ That is, nature is both matter or poten-— 
tiality and form or actuality. It is also the transition from 
one to the other. ‘ Nature,’ * says Aristotle, ‘spoken of as 
creation is the path to nature.’ Again, ‘ Nature * is the end 
or final cause.’ In relation to this system of causation, it 
remains to ask what place is to be assigned to chance or the 
fortuitous, to necessity and to reason? ‘Some™ deny the 
existence of chance altogether, saying that there is a definite 
cause for all things.’ *Others,™ again, have gone so far as 
to assign the fortuitous as the cause of the existence of the 
heaven and the whole universe,’ ‘Others® believe in the 
existence of chance, but say that it is something mysterious 
and supernatural, which baffles the haman understanding,’ 
With none of these opinions does Aristotle seem exactly to 
agree. He will not hear of attributing the existence of ‘ the 
heaven * and the divinest things that meet our eyes’ to blind 
chance. Again, while allowing the existence of chance as an 
undefined or incalculable principle of causation, and awarding 
to it a certain sphere, namely, things contingent, he does not, 
appear to have believed in anything supernatoral attaching 
to it. He distinguishes ‘ the fortuitous’ from ‘ chance,’ con- 
sidering ‘ chance ἡ to be only a species of the former, and re- 


ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον ἡ μορφὴ καὶ τὸ εἶδον | εἶναί τί αἴτιον ὡρισμένον. 

τὸ κατὰ τὰν λόγον. “Ὁ Nat, Ausc, τι, ἵν, ς, Εἰσὶ δέ τινες 
31: Nat, Ausc, πὶ, i. 11, Ἔτι δ' ἡ | οἵ καὶ τοὐρανοῦ τοῦδε καὶ τῶν κοσμικῶν 

φέσιν ἡ λεγομένῃ ὧν γένεσιν ὁδός ἐστιν πάντων αἰτιῶνται τὸ αὐτόματον. 

εἰς φύσιν. » Nat, duse, τι, ἵν. 8, Εἰσὶ δέ τινες 
5. Nat, Ause. uw. ii, 8. Ἢ δὲ φύσις ols δοκεῖ εἶναι αἰτία μὲν ἢ τύχη, ἄδηλον 

πέλοτ καὶ οὗ ἕνεκα, δὴ ἀνθρωπίνῃ διανοίᾳ ὧν θεῖόν τι οὖσα 
39 Nat. Αὐτὸ, τι. iv. 2. Ἔνιοι yap | καὶ δαιμονιώτερον, 

καὶ εἰ ἔστιν ὃ μὴ ἀποροῦσιν οὐδὲν γὰρ 3" Nat, Anse. τι, iv. 6. τὸν οὐρανὸν 

tas ἀπὺ τύχη: φασίν͵ ἀλλὰ πάντων | καὶ τὰ θειότατα τῶν φανερῶν, 


280 ESSAY VY. 
stricted to the sphere of human actions.” As a proof of this: 
he alleges that ὁ good fortune is held to be the same or nearly 
so with happiness; now happiness is a kind of action, ie. 
doing well.’ Where there is no action, there is no chance, 
Hence no inanimate object, nor beast, nor child, does any~ 
thing by chance, because it has no choice, nor have these 
either good or bad fortune, except metaphorically, in the ὦ 
same sense that Protarchus said ‘the stones of the altar were 
fortunate, because they were honoured,’ The fortnitous and 
chance both are merely accidental, and not essential principles 
of causation; they therefore presuppose the essential, sinee 
the accidental is posterior to and dependent on the essential. 
Therefore * of whatever things chance may be the cause, it 
necessarily follows that nature and reason, which are essential 
causes, should be presupposed—that they should be in short, 
the causes of the universe. 

Has necessity, then, a conditional™ or an absolute sway 
in relation to mature? To say that it had an absolute sway, 
would be equivalent to assigning as the cause of the existenee 
of a wall that the heavy stones must be put at the bottom 
and the light stones and earth a-top. In reality, however, this 
necessity in regard to the wall is only a necessary * condition, 
not a cause, of the making of the wall, Given a certain end, 
and certain means to this are necessary; thus far and no 


= Nat. Auac. τι, vi. τ. Διὸ καὶ Ἢ Nat, 6. τι. ix, τ. Τὸ δ' ἐξ 
ἀνάγκη περὶ τὰ πραμτὰ elu τὴν τύχην" ἀνάγκης πότερον ἐξ ὑποθέσεως ὑπάρχει 
σημεῖον δ' ὅτι δοκεῖ ἤτοι ταὐτὸν εἶναι τῇ: ἢ καὶ ἁπλῶν; Νῦν μὲν γὰρ οἴονται τὸ ἐξ 
εὐδαιμονίᾳ ἡ εὐτυχία ἢ ἐγγύε, ἡ δ' | ἀνάγκην εἶναι ἐν τῇ γενέσει, ἄσπερ ἂν 
εὐδαιμονίᾳ πρᾶξίς rus” εὐπραξία γάρ. εἴ τις τὸν τοῖχον ἐξ ἀνάγκης γεγενῆσθαι 

᾿Ξ Nat, Asc. 1. vi. 8, Ὕστερον | νομίζοι, ὅτι τὰ μὲν βαρέα κάτω πέφυκε 
ἄρα τὺ αὐτόματον καὶ ἡ τύχη καὶ νοῦ φέρεσθαι τὰ δὲ κοῦφα ἐπιπολῆς. 
καὶ φύσεωτ᾽ ὥστ᾽ εἰ ὅτι μάλιστα τοῦ ” Nat, Auso. αι. ix. 2. Οὐκ ἄνεν 
οὐρανοῦ αἴτιον τὸ αὐτόματον, ἀνάγκη | μὲν τῶν ἀναγκαίαν ἐχόντων τὴν φύσιν, 
πρότερον νοῦν καὶ φύσιν αἰτίαν εἶναι καὶ οὗ μέντοι γε διὰ ταῦτα ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ὧν ὕλην, 
ἄλλων πολλῶν καὶ τοῦδε πάντον, ἀλλ' ἕνεκά του, 
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farther has necessity a sway in regard to nature. But the 
an δ ποτα σενμα συν RORY OUR RE Neen ne 
dinate condition. 

Lastly, What is the position of design or intelligence in 
relation to nature? Some reduce all nature toa mechanical 
principle ; if they recognise any other principle at all (as 
Em pedocles spoke of ‘love and hatred’ and Anaxagoras of 
* reason’), they just touch it and let it drop.” They say 
it rains, not that the corn may grow, but from a mechanical 
necessity, because the vapours are cooled as they are drawn 
up, and being cooled are compelled to fall again, and by 
coincidence this gives growth to the corn” * Why should it 
not also be by accident and coincidence, they ask, that in the 
teeth of animals, for instance, the frout teeth grow sharp 
and suitable for cutting, while the hind teeth grow broad and 
suitable for grinding ?’ Hence their theory is, that whenever 
blind necessity did not hit by coincidence on results as perfect 
as if they had been designed, its products perished, while the 
lucky hits were preserved ; and thus Empodocles says that 
whole races of monsters perished * before a perfect man was 
attained. 

Aristotle: says, ‘It is impossible that this theory can be 
true;™ our whole idea of chance and coincidence is some- 
thing irregular, out of course of nature, while nature is 
the regular and the universal. If, then, the products of 
nature are either according to coincidence or design, it follows 
that they must be according to design. We see how a house 
is built; if that house were made by nature, it would be 
made in exactly the same way, i.e. with design, and according 

Ὁ Nat, Auec. πὶ viii. τ. Kal γὰρ ™ Nat, Anse, τι, viii, 4. Ὅσα δὲ 
ἐὰν ἄλλην αἰτίαν εἴπωσιν, Boor ἀψάμε- | μὴ oBros, ἀπώλετο καὶ ἀπύλλνται͵ Ke- 
μαι χαίρειν ἐῶσιν; ὃ μὲν τὴν φιλίαν καὶ | ϑάπερ ᾿Ἐμπεδοκλῆς λέγει τὰ βουγενῇ 


σὺ νεῖκοι, ὁ δὲ τὸν γοῦν, ἀνδρόπρωρα, 
© Nat. duse, 1, viii, 2, ™ Nat, Awse, τι, viii. 5-10, 


but rather that the products of nature appear to him δοφογᾶς, 
ing to the analogy of a watch that makes itself. If we ask, 
how it is that the watch makes itself? Aristotle would 
reply, that all things strive after the good; that on the 
idea of the good, as seen and desired, the whole heavens and 
all nature depend, Aristotle views the world with a kind of 
natural optimism, He says (Hth, τ, ix. 5), ‘All things in 
nature are constituted in the best possible way.’ If we ask, 
what is it that perceives the good—what gives to nature this 
eye of reason to perceive an idea and to strive after it ?—on 
this head Aristotle is not explicit. He says there is something 
divine in nature. * Even ® in the lower creatures there is a 
natural good above their own level, which strives after the 
good proper for them.’ We see the indistinetness of this 
phrase. He speaks of ‘the natural good’ striving after 
‘ their proper good.’ If it be said that Aristotle's theory is 
Pantheism, this would not be exactly true, for Aristotle does 
not identify God with nature, nor deprive Him of per-~ 
sonality. But what the relation is of * the divine’ in nature 
to God, it must be confessed that Aristotle does not make 
clear. We only see that Aristotle, while tracing design, 
beauty, and harmony in the world, is not led to figure to 
himself God as the artist, or architect of this fair order, but 
as standing in a different relation to it. If we ask, how can 
the beginning be accounted for, how did the watch begin to 
make itself? Aristotle would say, in looking back we do 
not find in the past merely the elements (δύναμις) of a watch, 
we find of necessity the idea and the actuality (ἐνέργεια) of 
the watch itself (see above, p. 238). A perfect watch must 
always precede the imperfect one. It is impossible to think 
™ Lh, x. ii, 4. “lows δὲ καὶ ἐν τοῖε ) dot, A similar doctrine is given in 


φαύλοιν ἐστί τι φυσικὸν ἀγαϑὸν κρεῖττον | the Endemian Book, vir. xiii. 6. 
ἢ καϑ' αὐτά, ὃ ἐφίεται τοῦ οἰκείον ἀγα- | 
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of nature as having had a beginning. ‘The 
eternal ’ (Eth. 11. iii. 3). a τς 
changeable, but the whole cannot change, it is increate and 
indestructible ’ (De Carlo, τ. x. 10). 

One of the most interesting points to notin in tia pag 
of the subject is the way in which Aristotle regards man in 
relation to nature as a whole. His view appears to be two- 
fold; on the one hand he regards man as a part of nature. 
He says,* ‘You may call a man the product of a man, or of 
the sun.’ He looks at the principle of human life as belong= 
ing to the whole chain of organised existence. Man has 
much in ‘common with the animals and the plants. On the 
other hand, he looks at the human reason and will asa 
principle of causation, which is not part of nature, but dis~ 
tinct. ‘Man, he says, ‘is the cause of his own actions.” 
Thus he classifies causation into ‘nature, necessity, chance, 
and again reason and all that comes from man’ (Eth. rt, iii, 7). 
‘Yn art ® and in action the efficient cause rests with the 
maker or doer, and not as in nature with the thing done.” 
Aristotle's Ethical theory depends on this principle, that the 
moral qualities are not by nature, 7. δι self-caused, but pro- 
duced in us in accordance with the law of our nature, by the 
exercise of will, by care, cultivation, and in short the use of 
the proper means. We have already observed (see above, 
p- 149) that one of the first steps of Grecian Ethics, as ex~ 
hibited in the philosophy of Archelaus and Democritus, con= 
sisted in severing man and human society from the general 
framework of nature. This Aristotle follows out in his 
Ethies, and he seems so easily to content. himself with the 

2 "Dor εἰ τὸ ὅλον σῶμα συνεχὸν be | διαθέσει» αὐτοῦ, 


ὁτὲ μὲν οὕτως ὁτὲ δ' ἐκείνω διατίθεται | Ναί, Auge. 11 ii, 11, “Ανθρωπον 
καὶ διακεκόσμηται, ἡ δὲ τοῦ ὅλον σύ- γὰρ ἄνθρωπον γεννᾷ καὶ ἥλιος, 
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practical assumption of freedom for man, as to give a narrow 
and unphilosophical appearance to part of his writing. 
While, however, assuming freedom for human actions, 
Aristotle seems to do so, not so much from a sense of the 
deep importance of morality, but rather from an idea of the 
slightness of man and of his actions in comparison with 
nature, and what he would call the ‘diviner parts’ of the 
universe. There is a strange passage in his Metaphysics 
(x1. x. 2-3), which is obscure indeed, but it seems to bear 
on the question. He says, * All things are in some sort 
ordered and harmonised together, fishes of the sea, birds of 
the air, aud plants that grow, though not in an equal degree. 
It is not true to say that there is no relation between one 
thing and another; there is such a relation. All things 
are indeed arranged together towards one common centre; 
but as in a household fhe masters are by no means at liberty 
to do what they please, but most things, if not all, are ap- 
pointed for them, while the slaves and the animals do but 
little towards the common weal, and mostly follow their own 
fancies. For so the nature of each of the different elasses 
prompts them to act.’ This curious metaphor seems to re- 
present the universe as a household. The sun and stars and 
all the heaven are the gentlemen and ladies, whose higher 
aims and more important positions in life prevent any time 
being left to. a merely arbitrary disposal; allis filled up with 
around of the noblest duties and occupations. Other parts 
of the universe are like the inferior members of the family, 
the slaves and domestic animals, who for most part of the 


dere δὲ συντέτακταί πως, ἀλλ᾽ | ἐλευθέροις ἥκιστα Teor 3 ri ἔτυχε 
ety: ὁμοίων, καὶ πλωτὰ καὶ πτηνὰ καὶ | ποιάν, AXA σάντα ἢ τὰ σλεῖστα τέτο- 
φυτά" Gar! οὐχ οὕτων ἔχει ὥστε μὴ  αται, τοῖν δὴ ἀνδραπόδοις καὶ τοῖν Onplows 
εἶναι θατέρῳ πρὸς θάτερον μηθέν, ἀλλ᾽ μικρὸν τὸ ale τὸ κοινόν, τὸ δὲ πολὺ ἅ 
ἐστί τι. Πρὸν μὲν γὰρ ἕν ἅπαντα συν- τι ἔτυχεν" τοιαύτη γὰρ ἑκάστου ἀρχὴ 
τέτακται, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἐν οἰκίᾳ τοῖν | αὐτῶν ἡ φύσις ἐστίν. 
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day can sleep in the sun, and pursue their own. devices. 
Under this last category it seems almost as if man would 
be here ranked. Aristotle does ποὺ regard the unchanging 
and perpetual motion of the heavenly bodies as a bondage, 
but rather as a harmonised and blessed life. All that is 
arbitrary (ὅπως ἔτυχε) in the human will, Aristotle does not 
consider a privilege. And man (especially in regard of his 
actions, the object of φρόνησις and πολετική) he does not 
think the highest part of the universe ; he thinks the sun and 
stars’ ‘far more divine.’ This opinion is no doubt con- 
nected with a philosophical feeling of the inferiority of the 
sphere of the contingent, in which action consists, and with 
which chance intermixes, to the sphere of the absolute and 
the eternal. In this feeling Plato shared, but in Plato’s mind 
there was set. against it, what Aristotle seems deficient in, a 
deep sense of the even eternal import of morality. To the 
heavenly bodies both Plato and Aristotle appear to have 
attributed consciousness, which explains in some degree the 
sayings of Aristotle. We see, however, that there was 
necessarily something peculiar, contrasted with our views, 
in the way Aristotle approached Ethics, He might, indeed, 
seem to coincide with the utterance of the Psalmist, * What 
is man in comparison with the Heavens?’ But with bim 
the Heavens were not a mere physical creation; rather the 
eternal sphere of Reason, the abode of pure Intelligences, the 
source of all emanations of Reason and Intelligence through- 
out the world. Compared with this higher sphere individual 
man, with his practical and moral life, appeared insignificant ; 
and yet the End-in-itself, even for the individual, Aristotle 
acknowledged to be worth an effort, while man in organised 
societies, in the city or the nation, he recognised as alfording 
scope for the realisation of something more noble and divine 


“ So Eudemus, Exh, vt. vii. 4. 
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(Eth. 1. ii. 8. ἀγαπητὸν μὲν γὰρ kal ἑνὶ μόνῳ [. 6. τὸ τέλον], 
κάλλιον δὲ καὶ θειότερον ἔθνει καὶ πόλεσιν). But again, the 
individual man, according to Aristotle, shared in that 
Reason which is the divinest part of the Universe, and by 
development of this into philosophy he could become like to 
God (see Eth. x. vii.8), Thus there were two human things 
about which Aristotle could be enthusiastic—the life of an 
ideally well-ordered state, and the moments of philosophical 
consciousness in the mind of an individual thinker. 

We can never, perhaps, adequately comprehend Aristotle’s 
philosophical conception of the Deity, The expression of his 
views that has come down to us seems so incomplete, and 
contains so much that is apparently contradictory, that we 
are in great danger of doing Aristotle injustice. Even had 
we a fuller and clearer expression, there might be yet some~ 
thing behind this remaining unexpressed, as an intuition in 
the mind of the philosopher. The first thing we may notice 
is Aristotle’s idea of ‘Theology’ as a science. In classifying 
the speculative sciences, he says (Metaphys. x. vii. 7), 
*Physics are concerned with things that have a principle 
of motion in themselves; mathematics speculate on per- 
manent, but not transcendental and self-existent things; - 
and there is another science separate from these two, which 
treats of that which is immutable and transcendental, if 
indeed there exists such a substance, as we shall endeavour 
to show that there does. This transcendental and perma- 
nent substance, if it exists at all, must surely be the sphere 
of the divine—it must be the first and highest principle, 
Hence it follows that there are three kinds of speculative 
seience—physics, mathematics, and theology.’ In the same 
strain he speaks in the succeeding book (Metaphys. x1. viii. 
19), as if the popular polytheism of Greece were a mere per- 
verted fragment of this deeper and truer ὁ Theology,’ which 
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he conceives to have been, in all probability, perfected 
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before in the infinite lapse of time, and then. again lost. 
He says," ‘The tradition has come down from very ancient: 
times, being left in a mythical garb to succeeding genera- 
tions, that these (the heavens) are gods, and that the divine 
embraces the whole of nature. And round this idea other 
mythical statements have been agglomerated with a view to. 
influencing the vulgar, and for political and moral ex- 
pediency ; as, for instance, they feign that these gods have 
human shape and are like certain of the animals; and other 
stories of the kind are added on. Now, if any one will 
separate from all this the first point alone—namely, that 
they thought the first and deepest grounds of existence to be 


gods—he may consider it a divine utterance. 


In all proba- 


bility, every art and science and philosophy has been over 
and over again discovered to the farthest extent possible, and 
then again lost, and one may conceive these opinions to have 
been preserved to us as a sort of fragment of those lost, 


philosophies 


the popular belief to those ancient .opinions.’ 


We see then to some extent the relation of 


Aristotle 


having thus penetrated to a conception, which he imagined 
to lie behind the external and unessential forms of the 
Grecian religion, that is, the conception of a deep and 
divine ground for all existence, proceeds now to develope it 


“1 Πιαραδέδοται δὲ παρὰ τῶν ἀρχαίων 
καὶ παμπαλαίων ἐΐ μύθον σχήματι κατα- 
Ἀελειμμένα rots ὕστερον ὅτι θεοί τέ 
εἰσιν οὗτοι καὶ περιέχει τὸ θεῖον τὴν 
ὅλην φύσιν. Τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ μυθικῶς ἤδη 
προσῆκται πρὸς τὴν πειθὼ τῶν πυλλῶν 
καὶ πρὸς τὴν εἰς τοὺς νόμουτ καὶ τὸ 
συμφέρον χρῆσιν" ἀνθρωποειδεῖν τε γὰρ 
πούτον: καὶ τῶν ὅλλων ζῴων ὁμοίου: 
τισὶ λέγουσι, καὶ τούτοις ἕτερα ἀκόλουθα. 
καὶ παραπλήσια τοῖς εἰρημένοι,, Ὧν 
at τιν χωρίσας αὐτὸ λάβοι μόνον τὸ 
πρῶτον, ὅτι θεοὺς favre τὰς πρώται 


οὐσίας εἶναι, θείως ἂν εἰρῆσθαι νομίσειεν, 
καὶ κατὰ τὸ εἰκὸς πολλάκις εὑρημένης, 
εἰν τὸ δυνατὸν ἑκάστης καὶ τέχνη: καὶ 
φιλοσοφία: καὶ πάλιν φθειρομένων καὶ 
ταύταν τὰν δόξας ἐκείνων οἷον λείψανα. 
περισεσῶσϑαι μέχρι τοῦ νῦν. Ἢ μὲν 
οὖν πάτριος δόξα καὶ ἡ παρὰ τῶν πρώ- 
τῶν ἐπὶ τοσοῦτον ἡμῖν φανερὰ μόνον. 
OF, Pol. τι, viii.2t,and Plato, Politiona, 
270, Laws, 677 A: Td πολλὰς ἀνθρώπων 
φϑυρὰν γεγονέναι κατακλυσμοῖν Te καὶ 
νόσοις καὶ ἄλλοις πολλοῖς͵ ἐν οἷς Bpaxd 
τὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων λείπεσθαι γένος, 


»ο». 


a | 


ARISTOTLE’S THEOLOGY. 280 


for himself, and in doing so, he lays down the following posi- 
tions (Metaphys. x1. vi.-x.). 

(1) It is necessary to conceive an eternal immutable 
existence, an actuality prior to all potentiality. According to 
this view, all notions of the world having sprung out of chaos 
must beabandoned. God is here represented as the eternal, 
unchangeable form of the whole, immaterial (ἄνευ Suvdusws), 
and free from all relation to time. 

(2) With this idea it is necessary to couple that of the 
source of motion, else we shall have merely a principle of im- 
mobility. We must therefore conceive of a ceaseless motion ; 
this motion must be circular, no mere figure of philosophy, 
but actually taking place, Thus the highest heaven with its 
revolutions must be looked on as eternal. In this we make 
a transition to the world of time and space. The succession 
of seasons and years flows everlastingly from the motion 
of the circumference of the heavens. It would seem as if we 
were thus attributing local and material conditions to the 
Deity himself, if we say that God moves the world by moving 
the circumference of the heaven. But here, again, Aristotle 
is saved from this conclusion by merging physical ideas into 
metaphysical, He says,‘The mover“ of all things moves 
them without being moved, being an eternal substance and 
actuality, and he moves all things in the following way :— 
the object of reason and of desire, though unmoved, is the 
cause of motion.” : 

(3) God has been thus represented as the cause of all 
things by being the object of contemplation and desire to 
nature and the world. In this doctrine, as before mentioned, 
there is something unexplained ; for to attribute thought and 
rational desire, as well as the power of motion, to nature, 

“. Καὶ ἔστι τι ἀεὶ κινούμενον κίνησιν | οὐ λόγῳ μόνον ἀλλ' ἔργῳ δῆλον, XI. vil τ, 
ἔπαυστοι, αὕτη 8 ἡ κύκλφ᾽ καὶ τοῦτο [ἡ Soo above, p. 221, note, 
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seems really to place the Deity in nature as a thi 
subject, as well as outside nature in the form of the object of 
thought and wish. Aristotle, however, does not explicitly do’ 
so; in relation to nature he seems to represent God only as 
an object, and he now passes on to depict God in relation to 

Himself as a subject, as a personal being, possessing in Him- 
self conscious ‘* happiness of the most, exalted kind, such as 

we can frame but an indistinct notion of, by the analogy of 
our own highest and most, blessed moods. This happiness is 

everlasting, and God ‘has or rather is’ continuous and 

eternal life and duration.“ 

(4) Aristotle next reverts to the impersonal view of God, 
and asks whether these principles are one or manifold? 
Whether there be one highest heaven or more than one? 
He concludes that there can be one only, for multeity implies 
matter, and the highest idea or form of the world must be 
absolutely immaterial. 

(5) But again, figuring to ourselves God as thought; on 
what does that thought think? Thought thinking upon 
nothing is a contradiction in terms; thought with an ex- 
‘ternal object is determined by that object. But God as the 
supremest and best cannot be altered or determined by an 
external object. With God, object and subject are one; the 
thought of God is the thinking upon thought.* 

(6) Lastly, how is the supreme good of the world to be 
represented—whether as existing apart from the world, like 
the general of an army, or as inherent in the world, like the 


* Soa above, Ὁ. 243, note, Mion dees v9 068, να ta 
 Metaphys. x1, vii, 9. Kat ζωὴ δὲ | 4” Metaphye, x1. vili. 18, τὸ δὲ πὶ 
ye ὑπάρχει" ἢ γὰρ νοῦ ἐνέργεια (wh, ἦν εἶναι οὐκ ἔχει ὕλην τὸ πρῶτον᾽ dere. 
ἐκεῖνος δὲ ἡ ἐνέργεια" ἐνέργεια δὲ ἡ καθ᾽ | Ἀέχεια γάρ, 
αὐτὴν ἐκείνον (wh ἀρίστη καὶ ἀΐδιοσ" | © Metaphys. x1, ix. 4. Αὐτὸν ἄρα 
φαμὲν δὲ τὸν θεὸν εἶναι ζῶον ἀΐδιον νυεῖ εἴπερ ἐστὶ τὸ κράτιστον " καὶ ἔστιν 
ἄριστον, ὥστε ζωὴ καὶ αἰὼν συνεχὴς καὶ | ἡ νόησις νυήσεως νόησις, 
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discipline of an army? In other words, are we to hold that 
the Deity isimmanent or transcendent? Aristotle gives no 
direct answer to this question; but seems to say that God 
must be conceived of both ways, just as the army implies 
both discipline and general, but it is the general who pro- 
duces the discipline. In these speculations we see an 
attempt made by Aristotle to approach from various sides the 
metaphysical aspect of the existence of the Deity, All meta 
physical views of God are entirely foreign to most. minds. 
The profound difficulty of them may be appreciated, if we 
set: before ourselves this question, for instance, If the Deity 
be immaterial, how can He act upon a material universe? 
Aristotle does not appear to make any endeavour to obtain a 
complete view, or to reconcile the contradictions between his 
different statements,—between the impersonal view of God 
as the chief good and object of desire to the world, and the 
personal view of Him as a thinking subject. He acknow- 
ledges these two sides to the conception, ‘ the discipline in 
the army’ and‘ the general ruling the army,’ but does not 
attempt to bring them together. 

In the Ethics there are several popular and exoteric allu- 
sions to * the gods,’ as, for instance, that ‘It would be absurd 
to praise the gods’ (rt. xii. 3); * The gods and one’s parents 
one cannot fully requite, one must honour them as much as 
possible ’ (1x. ii, 8), ἄς. There are also some traces of Aristo- 
tle’s thoughts as a metaphysician; for instance, he speaks 
of ‘the good under the category substance’ being ‘ God and 
reason ’(I, vi. 3). And he gives an elaborate argument (x. 
viii. 7) to demonstrate that speculative thought and the 


© Metaphys. xi, x. 1, Ἕπισκεπτέον | τευμα. Kal γὰρ ἐν τῇ τάξει τὸ εὖ καὶ ὁ 
δὲ καὶ ποτέρων ἔχει ἡ τοῦ ὅλον φύσι. στρατηγόν, καὶ μᾶλλον οὗτοι " ob γὰρ 
τὸ ἀγαθὺν καὶ τὸ ἄριστον, πότερον οὗτος διὰ τὴν τάξιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκείνη διὰ 
κεχωρισμένον τὶ καὶ αὑτὸ καϑ' αὐτό͵ | τοῦτόν ἐστιν. 

ἢ τὴν τάξιν, ἢ ἀμφοτέρω: ὥσπερ στρά- 
υ3 
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from the view of Plato. Still more opposed is this view of 
Aristotle to modern ideas. We are accnstomed to feel that: 
however great may be the metaphysical problems about the 
nature of God, the deepest conception of Him that we can 
attain to isa moral one, 

There are yet two other passages in the Hthics where 
theological considerations aré entertained. These are both 
connected with the question of a divine providence for and 
care of men. The first is where it is asked (Eth. τ. ix. 1) 
whether happiness comes by divine allotment (tard τινα θείαν 
μοῖραν) or by human means. The second is where the philo- 
sopher is spoken of (x. viii. 13) as being most under the 
favour of God (θεοφιλόστατον). With regard to Aristotle's 
general views of the question of providence, it is often argued 
that he must have denied its existence, inasmuch as he 
attributes no objective thought to God, But Aristotle does 
not, himself argue this way ; when the question comes before 
him, he does not appeal to his own ἃ priori principle, and 
pronounce contrary to the general belief—rather he declines 
to pronounce at all. In the former of the two passages” 
mentioned, he says, ‘One would suppose that if anything 
were the gift of God to men, happiness would be so, as it is 
the best of human things. But the question belongs to 
another science, Happiness, if not sent by God, but acquired 
by homan means, seems at all events something divine and 
blessed.’ The latter part of this argument partly seems to 
be a setting-aside of the question, partly to be a sort of 
reconciliation of the existence of a providence (θεῖόν r+) with 
the law of eause and effect. In the second passage Aristotle 
repeats from Plato the assertion that the philosopher is under 
the favour of heaven (@eogidéo7aros). He says, ‘If there is 
any care of human things by the gods, as there is thought to 
be (ὥσπερ δοκεῖ), we may conclude that they take pleasure 
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_ in the highest and best. thing, reason, which is most: t 
themselves, and do good to those who cherish and honour it; 
Tn these words there may possibly be an esoteric sense, 
meaning that the philosopher in the exercise of his thought 
realises something divine, Aristotle may imply that the 
popular doctrine of providence admits a deeper explanation, 
but he by no means here or elsewhere denies it. Nor can 
we presume to tell what Aristotle would include in his con- 
ception of the subject-object thought of God, As we saw 
before, he is not explicit as to the relation of God to nature, 
neither is he as to the relation of God to man. 

If we ask now, What were Aristotle’s opinions as to the 
nature of the human soul, so far as we can gather them? we 
find that (advancing, as he shows us, upon the more or less 
indistinct views of his predecessors) he conceives of the ψυχή 
as a vital principle manifesting itself 51 in an ascending scale 
through vegetable, animal, and human life. To this scale of 
life Aristotle appeals in the Ethics (1. vii. 10-12). He there 
argues that man must have some proper function, ‘This 
cannot be mere life in its lowest form, i.e, vegetable; nor 
again merely sensational, 7.e, animal life; there remains 
therefore the moral and rational life.’ From this point of 
view man is regarded as part of the chain of nature. Aris- 
totle doubts, but on the whole concludes, that the ψυχή is 
the proper subject: of physical science. This he justifies by 
the fact * that the psychical phenomena, anger, desire, and 
the like, are inseparable from the body, and from material 
conditions. Reason itself, if dependent on conceptions 
derived from the sense (μὴ ἄνευ φαντασίας), will fall under 


" De Anima, τι. iv. 2. πάσχειν οὐδὲ ποιεῖν, οἷον ὀργίζεσθαι, 

τὰ De Δηϊηιᾶ, 1.4, 18. θαῤῥεῖν, ἐπιθυμεῖν, ὅλως αἰσθάνεσθαι. 

* De Animd, ti, τι, Φαίνεται | Of 1. 115. τὰ πάϑη λόγοι ἔνυλοί εἰσιν, 
δὲ τῶν πλείστων οὐδὲν ἄνευ σώματον 
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the same head, Following out this direction of thought, 
Aristotle defines the ψυχή to be ‘The* simplest actuality 
of a physical body, whieh potentially possesses life, that is, 
of an organic body.’ Of the meaning of the word ἐντελέχεια, 
used here, we have spoken above (see p. 234); the whole of 
this definition we see accords with Aristotle's physical philo- 
sophy in general, which conceived great and beautiful results 
coming out of physical conditions,-not’ by any mechanical 
system of causation, rather that these ends necessitated the 
means; the whole was prior to and necessitated the 
parts. The ψυχή, says Aristotle, is te the body as form 
to matter,” as the impression to the wax, as sight to the eye, 
Tt is the essential idea of the body (τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι τῷ τοιῳδὶ 
σώματι). Τὸ 15 85 the master™ to the slave, as the artist to 
the instrument. It is the efficient, the final, and the formal 
cause of the body, It is impossible to treat of the ψυχή 
without taking account of the body; ‘as to the Pythagorean 
doctrine of the transmigration of souls, they might as well 
speak of the carpenter's art clothing itself in flutes. For 
a soul can no more clothe itself ina foreign body, than an 
art can employ the instruments of some foreign art.’ While 
maintaining this close connection between the ψυχή and the 
body, as between end and means, Aristotle was kept aloof by 
the whole tenour of his philosophy from anything like 
materialism. He sums up this part of his reasonings in the 
following words :—‘ That the ψυχή, therefore, is inseparable 
from the body is clear, or at all events some of its parts, if it 
be divisible. Nothing,"* however, hinders that some of its 


* De Animd, u. i, 6. dd ψυχή * De Animd,t. iii, 26, Παραπλή- 


ἐστιν ἐντελέχεια ἢ πρώτη σώματος σιον δὲ λέγουσιν ὥσπερ of τιν φαίη τὴν 
φυσικοῦ δυνάμει ζωὴν ἔχοντον, Τοιοῦτο | τεκτονικὴν els αὐλοὺν ἐνδύεσθαι" δεῖ 
δὲ, ὃ ἂν ἢ ὀργανικόν, γὰρ τὴν μὲν τέχνην χρῆσϑαι τοῖς ὀργά- 


© De Aniind, 11 be 7. wots, thy δὲ ψυχὴν τῷ σώμοτι, 
Beh, vin. xi. 6. De Anima, 1. i, 12. Οὐ μὴν ἀλλ᾽ 


᾿- 


parts may be separable from the body, as ποὺ being actualities 
of the body at all. Moreover, it is not certain whether the 
ψυχή be not the actuality of the body in the same way that 
the sailor is of the boat.’ 

Here then is the point at which the interest in Aristotle's 
conception of the ψυχή begins for us. As long as the soul is 
described as bearing the relation to the body of sight to the 
eye, of a flower to the seed, of the impression to the wax, we 
muy be content to consider this a piece of ancient physical 
philosophy. ur interest, is different when the soul is said to 
be related to the body ‘as a sailor to his boat.’ But here is 
the point also where Aristotle becomes less explicit. Having 
once mooted this comparison, he does not follow it up. The 
only further intimations of his opinion that he affords us are 
to be found in the places where he speaks of ‘those parts of 
the ψυχή which are not actualities of the body at all’ A 
strikingnotice on this subject is to be found in his treatise 
De Generatione Animalium”™ (1. iii. 10), where he argues 
that.‘ The reason alone enters in from without, and is alone 
divine; for the realisation of the bodily conditions contri- 
butes nothing to the realisation of its existence.’ We have had 
before a contradictory point of view to this, in the saying 
| that ‘ Reason may be looked on as dependent on conceptions 

derived from the senses,’ which is also elsewhere repeated. 
But this contradiction is reconciled in Aristotle’s account of 


the two modes of reason, the receptive or passive (νοῦ; παθη- 
τικός), and the creative or active (νοῦς ποιητικόφ), * These 
two modes,’ he says, ‘it is necessary should be opposed to each 
other, as matter is opposed everywhere to form, and to all 


. tnd γε οὐδὲν κωλύει, διὰ τὸ μηθενὸς "Λείπεται δὲ τὸν νοῦν μόνον θύραθεν 
εἶναι σώματος dvredexelas, “Ere δὲ ἐπεισιέναι καὶ θεῖον εἶναι μόνον " οὐθὲν 
ἄδηλον εἰ οὕτω: ἐντελέχεια τοῦ σώματος γὰρ αὑτοῦ τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ κοινωνεῖ σωματικὴ 
ἡ ψυχὴ ὥσπερ πλωτὴρ πλοίου, ἐνέργεια, 
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that gives the form. The receptive reason," which is as 
matter, becomes all things by receiving their forms. The 
creative reason gives existence to all things, as light calls 
colour into being. The creative reason transcends the body, 
being capable of separation from it, and from all things ; it 
is an everlasting existence, incapable of being mingled with 
matter, or affected by it; prior and subsequent to the indi- 
vidual mind. The receptive reason is necessary to individual 
thought, but it is perishable, ard on the other hand the bigher 
and immortal reason carries no memory with it, because it 
is unimpressible (οὐ μνημονεύομεν δέ, ὅτε τοῦτο μὲν ἀπαθέε). 

In the Ethics this distinction between the Active and the 
Passive Reason is not entertained, The reason is there 
spoken of in its entirety, as containing in itself the synthesis 
of the two opposite modes. It is spoken of as constituting 
in the deepest sense the personality of the individual." On 
the other hand, it isspoken of as something divine, and akin 
to the nature of God. The evocation of this into conscious- 
ness constitutes what Aristotle calls ‘the divine’ in happi- 
ness; it gives us, according to him, a momentary glimpse of 
the ever-blessed life of God. 

But the above-quoted passage from the third book of the 
Treatise On the Soul has made more sensation in the world 
than all the rest of the writings of Aristotle put together. 
After slumbering quietly, perhaps much of the time in the 
cellar at Scepsis, this sentence was brought out into 
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prominence by Alexander of Aphrodisias, at the end of the 
second century .D.,and gave rise to innumerable controversies, 
which lasted not only during the final centuries of Greek 
philosophy, but also all through the Middle Ages. Averroes 
and his followers in the Arabian school made it the basis of 
a doctrine of Monopsychism, to the effect that the Active 
Reason is one, undivided, substance; that it is one and the 
same in Socrates, Plato, and all other individuals; whence 
it follows that individuality consists only in bodily sensa~ 
tions, which are perishable, so thatnothing which is individual 
can be immortal, and nothing which is immortal can be 
individual. These doctrines spread from the Arabs to the 
Jews of Spain, and from them to the Christian schools, and 
Averroism became a leaven in the Scholastic philosophies, 
causing, as might be expected, the most virulent strife 
between the opponents and supporters of the theory of 
Monopsychism.™ This all arose from a pushing out an 
isolated sentence of Aristotle's to its extreme logical con- 
®equences. ~ 

The same text has of late again been made to fur- 
nish hard and dogmatic conclusions, coinciding almost ver- 
bally with those of Averroes. Grote, in his Aristotle (vol. 
ii. p. 233) says, ‘The theorising Nois, as it exists in 
Socrates, Plato, Demokrites, Anaxagoras, Empedokles, 
Xenokrates, &e., is individualised in each, and individualised 
differently in each. It represents the result of the Intellectus 
Agena or Formal Νοῦξ, universal and permanent, upon the 
Intellectus Patiens or noétic receptivity peculiar to each 
individual; the co-operation of the two is indispensable to 
sustain the theorising intellect of any individual man. But 
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the Intellectus Patiens, or Receptivus, perishes along with 
the individual. Accordingly the intellectual life of Socrates 
cannot be continued farther. It cannot be prolonged after 
his sensitive and nutritive life has ceased; the noétic ἔπος 
tion, as its exists in him, is subject to the same limits of 
duration as the other functions of the soul. The intellectual 
man is no more immortal than the sensient man,’ &e. 

These conclusions, however, have been drawn for 
Aristotle and never by him. In the passage now referred to, 
the words οὐ μνημονεύομεν δέ, ὅτε τοῦτο μὲν ἀπαθέν were pro- 
bably only meant as an argument, in passing, against Plato's 
doctrine of ἀνάμνησιν. This doctrine, says Aristotle, cannot 
be true, because the Active Reason which existed elsewhere 
before our birth, receives no impressions, therefore we cannot 
be said to recollect things seen by the Reason in its ante- 
natal state. Logically, of course, this argument may be 
carried further, and it may be said that, according to Aris 
totle, the Reason in surviving death will carry no recollee- 
tions, i. 6, no individuality with it, 

Only Aristotle himself does not say so. When at the 
beginning of the treatise On the Soul he says ‘All nature 
yearns after immortality, but, being unable to attain this in 
the individual, she attains it in the species’ he is writing, 
as a physiologist, of the whole animated kingdom of nature, 
The question of what we mean by the immortality of the 
soul, was one for metaphysics, or as he called it ‘theology. 
And such questions he was always putting off. Therefore 
we are left in doubt as to his views, or as to whether he had 
decided views. And people are accordingly at liberty to 
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believe a good deal as they may wish on the subject, 
Spengel thinks that too much stress should not be laid on 
the ‘brief and obscure’ intimations regarding the διανοητωκὴ 
Ψυχὴ which occur in a treatise on ἡ ψνχὴ ἡ τῶν ξῷων 
and he approves of the saying of an unknown ancient 
Anonym. de vité Pythag. p. 112), ‘Plato and Aristotle 
equally declare the soul to be immortal, however much some, 
who do not fathom the mind of Aristotle, think that he pro- 
nounces it to be mertal,’® This, however, is going farther than 
any data warrant us in following. Torstrik, in his eritieal 
edition of the De Animd, thinks that he discerns a Plato- 
nising spirit in the editors or copyists of the treatise, and 
that this has caused the introduction of a, spurious negative 
in the passage above quoted (see page 297 note), ἀλλ" οὐχ 
ὅτε μὲν νοεῖ, ὅτε δ' οὐ νοεῖ. Such a spirit seems to show itself 
inthe dictum cited bySpengel. Taking Aristotle as we find 
him, he ‘pronounces’ nothing as to the immortality of the 
soul. In his lost dialogue entitled Hudemus, said to have 
been written when he was about 30 years of age, he appears to 
have discoursed on the subject.” Eudemus of Cyprus, an 
early friend of Aristotle, (and not to be confounded with his 
scholar and posthumous editor, Eudemus of Rhodes,) being 
sick at Pherw, received ina vision three prophecies, (1) that 
he should recover, (2) that’ Alexander the tyrant of Phere 
would shortly die, (3) that in five years he would be restored 
to his home. The two first. prophecies having been at once 
fulfilled, Eudemus and his friends looked out for some chance 
which should restore him to Cyprus, whence he had been 
exiled; but at the end of the appointed five years he fell in 
Ὁ Ὅτι Πλάτων, φησί, καὶ "Apioro- @ Ax, De An, recensuit A. Torstrik 
τέλης ἀθάνατον ὁμοίων λέγουσι τὴν | (Berlin, 1862), p. 185, 
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battle, and thus in another sense was ‘restored to his home.” 
This story was made the subject of the dialogue in question, 
of which the fragments seem to show that it argued the inde- 
pendence of the doctrine of immortality from Plato’s theory 
of Ideas. From so early a production, if indeed we could be 
certain of its gennineness, we can conclude nothing, except 
that when it was written Aristotle could not have ‘ pronounced 
the soul to be mortal.’ When we turn to the Ethics we find 
him unwilling (1. xi. 1) even to affirm that the dead cannot 
be affected and made more or less happy by the fortunes of 
their descendants and friends upon earth, because ‘this would 
seem a heartless doctrine and opposed to general belief’ (λίαν 
ἄφιλον φαίνεται καὶ ταῖς δόξαις ἐναντίον). Aristotle thus 
shows great tenderness in dealing, or affecting to deal, with 
an important question. But in the end, having allowed, as 
a concession to popular feeling, that the dead may be affected 
by the fortunes of the living, he argues that this effect on 
them must be almost unappreciable, and he reminds us, in 
conclusion, of the extreme doubtfulness ® as to whether the 
dead do share at all in the interests of the world. In this 
discussion one phrase occurs in which the real feeling of 
Aristotle, for the moment at least, seems to be let out. He 
asks (Eth, 1, x. 2),*Can Solon have meant that a man is 
happy when he has died?’ and replies, ‘This would be an 
absurdity, especially since we consider happiness to be an 
ἐνέργεια. However we translate ἐνέργεια, whether as the 
exercise of the powers, the consciousness of life, or however 
“else (see Essay IV.), it is clear that we have here a brief 
indication that death destroys those potentialities that result 
in happiness. It would seem then that the only immortality 
which is left possible by this belief is a Buddhist nirvana. 


Eth, τ xi. 4, See notes on this passage, 


ay Essar VT. 


Aristotle, however, in his Ethics was not entering ὁπ such 
ἃ question. It may be that, like many other men who have 
lived and died, be did not ave his way to a clear opinion on 
the subject. He did not, like Plato, base a belief upon 
grounds of faith. Nothing that he says about man’s moral 
nature seems to have any connection with the idea of a 
future life. His doctrine of the End-in-iteelf seems indeed 
rather to supersede such an idea: it does not contradict it, 
but rather absorbs all consideration of time and space, of 
present and future, in itself, as being the absolutely sufficient 
for men's thoughts. 
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of the Stoic fur" co>m2 flocking to Atheas ("in Tlissum de- 
fluxit Orontes’) No country more Greek than Rhodes or 
Purygia, is the home of any. On the whole, Cilicia and the 
Semitic colony in Cyprus are the chief head-quarters whence 
the leaders of this sect were derived. 

These facts give us an insight into the fundamental and 
ezsential character of Stoicism. Its essence consists in the 
introduction of the Semitic temperament and a Semitic 
spirit into Greek philosophy. 

The meeting of Eastern ani Western ideas had been pre- 
pared by the conquests of Alexander, and the production of 
Stoicism was one of its first fruits. We moderns have all 
been imbued with the Semitic spirit in its highest manifes- 
tations by the pages of Holy Writ. Other manifestations of 
that spirit, as for instance the Mahomedan religion, exhibit 
it as an intense, but narrow, earnestness, averse on the 
whole to science and art, but tending to enthusiasm and 
even fanaticism for abstract ideas of religion or morality. 
The Semitic spirit found a new and favourable field for its 
development in Athens at the close of the fourth century 
8.0, If philosophy in general was then tending from other 
causes to the exaltation of Ethics over Metaphysics, this 
tendency just suited the Semitic moral earnestness. Ethics 
were taken up by the Pheenician Zeno, and came out from 
his hands with a new aspect. <A phase of thought now 
appears for the first time on Hellenic soil, in which the moral 
consciousness of the individual—the moral ego—is made 
the centre and starting-point. Such a point of view, with 
various concomitant ideas, such as duty and responsibility, 
and self-examination, and the sense of short-coming, and 
moral self-cultivation, is familiar to us in the Psalms of 
David and afterwards in the writings of St. Paul, but it was 
not to be found in the conversations of Socrates, nor in the 
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ix pleasant,’ and thus refer the decision to the natural 
feclings ; or we may say ‘it is pleasant because it is good, 
and thus refer the decision to the inner spirit or reason. 
How far these two sentences actually express the leading 
principles of the Stoic and the Epicurean schools, we may 
best see by considering the ideal of man which they each 
proposed to themselves. The Epicurean ideal was a being 
moving harmoniously according to natural impulses; one, in 
short, in whom the spirit and thought should rather form a 
part of the natural life than prominently control it. The 
Stoic ideal, on the contrary, was a being in whom the natural 
impulses and desires should be absolutely subjected to the 
laws of abstract thought. Epicurism is essentially Greek 
and essentially Pagan; the beautiful and genial Greek 
mythology is but a deification of the natural powers and 
impulses, Stoicism is a reaction against this; it consists 
in an inner life, in a drawing away from the body, and in 
disregarding as worthless and of no moment the ‘law in the 
members.’ Epicurism and Stoicism both received as an 
inheritance the results of Cirecian speculation, but in both, 
the moral attitude was what was essential. Of both it has 
been truly said that they were less and more than philosophy. 
Less, because they were thoroughly unspeculative in their 
character, and indeed consisted in the popularising of specu- 
lation ; more, because they were not mere systems of know- 
ledge, but a principle fur the whole of life. They soon lost 
their local and restricted character as schools; they assi- 
milated to themselves more and more broadly human 
thought, and became ‘the two great confessions of faith of 
the historical world.’* Thus were these two ideas sct against 
each other. Regarding, however, Stoicism, with its weak- 
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iperhape in some cases mythical, aro at all evants bighly sym- 
holical, and give us a very definite conception of their sepa~ 
rate characteristics. Zeno is described’ asa slight, withered 
little fellow, of a swarthy complexion, and with his neck on 
one side. The story goes, that in trading to Athens he was 
shipwrecked at the Pireus, and was thus ‘east on to the 
shores of philosophy.’ Going up to the city, he sat down at 
the stall ofa bookseller, where he read the second book of the 
Memorabilia of Xenophon, and asked with enthusiasm ‘ where 
such men lived?” Crates, the Cynic, happened to be passing 
at the moment, and the bookseller eried ‘ Follow him.’ Zeno 
then studied under Crates, but held himself aloof from the 
extravagant unseemliness of Cynicism. He is also said to: 
have studied under the Megarians, Stilpo, Cronus, and Philo, 
and under the Academicians, Xenocrates and Polemo, After 
twenty years, he opened his school in the Stoa Pmeilé, the 
porch adorned with the frescoes of Polygnotus. Zeno appears 
to have impressed the Athenians with the highest admiration 
for his character. Their treatment of him was a contrast to” 
their treatment of Socrates. It is perhaps an apoe 
tradition which relates that they deposited the keys of t 
citadel with him, as being the most trustworthy | 
it may be true that they decreed to him a golde 
brazen statue, and a public entombment. In 

age he committed suicide. Cleanthes, the diseiy 
was perhaps the most, zealous disciple that a 
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acquired the name of the New Hercules ὁ ὶ 
Zeno,’* it is said, ‘he took the philosophy mos 
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paper. He was summoned before the Areopagus to give πὶ 
aecount of his way of living, since his whole days were passed 
in philosophy, and he had no ostensible calling nor means of 
support. He proved to his judges that he drew water by 
night for a gardener, and ground the corn for a flour-dealer, 
and thus earned a maintenance. The story goes on that his 
judges, on hearing this aceount, voted him ten minm, which 
the rigid Zeno forbade him to accept. There is something 
quaint about the whole personality of Cleanthes. He was 
nicknamed ‘the Ass,’ for his stubborn patience. He seems 
to have left the impression that it was this indomitable per- 
severance, rather than the superiority of his genius, that gave 
him precedence over other noteworthy disciples of Zeno. 
‘High thinking,’ however, appears to have accompanied the 
‘plain living’ of Cleanthes. His reflections on Destiny, and 
sho a wo koe νον πον pareemanntomita When 
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arguing with trenchant dialectic against Epieurus and the 
Academy. We shall see that he really mooted and boldly 
strove toreconcile some of the deepest and most diflicult 
contradictions of human thought—difficulties which are ever 
present in modern metaphysics, but which bad never truly 
oceupied the ancients before the death of Aristotle, We know 
most about Chrysippus from Plutarch’s book On the Incon- 
sistencies of the Stoics, It consists really of the inconsis- 
tencies of Chrysippus, extracted from various parts of his 
voluminous writings. This interesting book gives the im- 
pression that Plutarch is unphilosophical, though we are not 
able to exonerate Chrysippus from inconsistency. Such rapid 
and extensive writing, such a warm spirit of advocacy, such 
an attempt to round off and complete a doctrine in spite of 
all difficulties, such a yarious controversialism, such an 
elevated theory, paradoxical even in the grandeur of its aims, 
combined, on the other hand, with an extremely practical 
point of view,—could not fail to give rise to manifold incon- 
sistencies, Chrysippus was inconsistent, just as Seneca after- 
wards was inconsistent, because it suited the genius of Stoi- 
cism to abandon the stern simplicity and unity of a scientific 
principle. Stoicism became learned, complex, and eclectic ; 
embracing in its grasp a far greater variety of problems 
than the philosophy of Plato or Aristotle had done, it treated 
these more loosely, and often oscillated between mere empiri- 
cism and a more philosophical point of view. 

Taking now the Stoical doctrine as it gradually formed 
itself during the entire course of the third century 2.0., we 
may proceed to trace its essential features, though in the 
lack of direct writings " of the successive masters of the 
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sophy separates Zeno from the previous schools of Greece. 
We have now to ask, What is it that distinguishes him from 
Crates ?—what is the essential difference between the Stoic 
and the Cynic creeds? This is generally stated as if the 
former were merely a softened edition of the latter. The 
Cynic said, ‘There is nothing good but virtue; all else is 
absolutely indifferent.’ The Stoic said, ‘Yes, but among 
indifferent things some are preferable '* to others; health, 
though not an absolute good, is, on the whole, preferable to 
sickness; and this, though not an evil, is, on the whole, to 
be avoided.’ Again, it is said that Cynicism is unseemly and 
brutal, and tramples upon society ; Stoicism is more gentle, 
and outwardly conforms with the world. But this com- 
parison does not go sufficiently deep, and does not explain 
the facts of the case, for the Stoics were often as paradoxical 
as the Cynics in denying that anything was a good besides 
virtue; and if they were outwardly less ferocious, we want to 
know what was the inward law of their doctrine that made 
them so. Perhaps we nearest touch the spring of difference, 
by observing that Cynicism is essentially mere negation, 
mere protest against the external world; while Stoicism is 
essentially positive, essentially constructive, and tends in 
many ways to leaven the external world, Cynicism despised 
the sciences, disdained politics, exploded the social institu- 
tions, and ridiculed patriotism or the distinctions of country. 
Zeno, on the contrary, re-arranged the sciences according to 
his views: he enjoined the wise to mix in affairs; and he 
conceived not a mere negation of patriotie prejudices, but 
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"of the Stoic far’ come flocking to Athens (‘in ΤΙ ' 

- flusit Orontes’). No country more Greek than Rhodes ae 
_ Phrygia, is the home of any. On the whole, Cilicia and the 
Semitic colony in Cyprus are the chief head-quarters ων 
the leaders of this sect were derived. 

‘These facts give us an insight into the fundamental and 
essential character of Stoicism. Its essence consists in the 
introduction of the Semitic temperament and a Semitic 
spirit into Greek philosophy. 

The meeting of Eastern and Western ideas had been pre- 
pared by the conquests of Alexander, and the production of 
Stoicism was one of its first fruits. We moderns have all 
been imbued with the Semitie spirit in its highest manifes- 
tations by the pages of Holy Writ. Other manifestations of 
that spirit, as for instance the Mahomedan religion, exhibit 
it as an intense, but narrow, earnestness, averse on the 
whole to science and art, but tending to enthusiasm and 
even fanaticism for abstract ideas of religion or morality. 
The Semitic spirit found a new and favourable field for its 
development in Athens at the close of the fourth century 
z.c. If philosophy in general was then tending from other 
causes to the exaltation of Ethics over Metaphysics, this 
tendency just suited the Semitic moral earnestness, Ethics 
were taken up by the Phanician Zeno, and came out from 
his hands with a new aspect. A phase of thought now 
appears for the first time on Hellenic soil, in which the moral 
consciousness of the individual—the moral eyo—is made 
the centre and starting-point. Such a point of view, with 
various concomitant ideas, such as duty and responsibility, 
and self-examination, and the sense of short-coming, and 
moral self-cultivation, is familiar to us in the Psalms of 
David and afterwards in the writings of St. Paul, but it was 
not to be found in the conversations of Socrates, nor in the 
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οἵ the Stoie fur? coma flocking to Athens (‘in Dissum δ, 
‘fluxit Orontes’). No country more Greek than Rhodes or 
Phrygia, is the home of any. On the whole, Cilicia and the 
Semitic colony in Cyprus are the chief head-quarters whence 
the leaders of this sect were derived. 

These facts give us an insight into the fundamental and 
essential character of Stoicism, Its essence consists in the 
introduction of the Semitic temperament and a Semitic 
spirit into Greek philosophy. 

The meeting of Eastern and Western ideas had been pre- 
pared by the conquests of Alexander, and the production of 
Stoicism was one of its first fruits. We moderns have all 
been imbued with the Semitic spirit in its highest manifes- 
tations by the pages of Holy Writ. Other manifestations of 
that spirit, as for instance the Mahomedan religion, exhibit 
it as an intense, but narrow, earnestness, averse on the 
whole to science and art, but tending to enthusiasm and 
even fanaticism for abstract ideas of religion or morality. 
The Semitic spirit found a new and favourable field for its 
development in Athens at the close of the fourth eentury 
zc. If philosophy in general was then tending from other 
eauses to the exaltation of Ethies over Metaphysics, this 
tendency just suited the Semitic moral earnestness. Ethies 
were taken up by the Phoonician Zeno, and came out from 
his hands with a new aspect. A phase of thought now 
appears for the first time on Hellenic soil, in which the moral 
consciousness uf the individual—the moral ego—is made 
the centre and starting-point. Such a point of view, with 
Yarious concomitant ideas, such as duty and responsibility, 
and self-examination, and the sense of short-coming, and 
moral self-cultivation, is familiar to us in the Psalms of 
David and afterwards in the writings of St. Paul, but it was 
not to be found in the conversations of Socrates, nor in the 
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necessity these pictures of the inner life are paradoxical. 
They speak of a boundless freedom and elevation, with which 
the narrow limits of external reality come into harsh econ- 
trast. And in the vaunts of the Stoics we only see what is 
analogous to one side of Lord Bacon’s famous ‘ character of 
a believing Christian, drawn out in paradoxes and seeming 
contradictions, ‘He is rich in poverty, and poor in the 
midst of riches; he believes himself to be a king, how mean 
soever he be; and how great soever he be, yet he thinks 
himself not too good to be servant to the poorest saint.’ 

Some of the qualities of the Stoic ideal seem inferior to the 
conception of goodness afterwards developed by the school. 
The Wise Man of Zeno was represented as stern and pitiless, 
and as never conceding pardon to any one. This forms a 
great contrast with the gentle and forgiving spirit of 
Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius. Such harsher traits of the 
picture are Semitic in tone ; they were afterwards discarded 
during subsequent transmutations of the Stoical principle. 
More inward meaning is there in the saying, para~ 
doxical as it might appear, that nothing the Wise Man 
can do would be a crime. Cannibalism, and incest, and 
the most shocking things, are said to be indifferent to the 
sage. This however, though stated so repulsively, can only 
have meant something resembling the principle that * what- 
ever is of faith is no sin.’ One of the interests of the Stoical 
ideal consists in the parallel it affords at many points to 
different phases of religious feeling. Such for instance is the 
tendency, more or less vaguely connecting itself with the 
Stoic doctrine, to divide all the world into the good and the 
bad, or, as they expressed it, into the wise and the fools—an_ 
idea evidently belonging to the inner life, and hard to br 
into conformity with external facts. Entirely in thes 
direction, the Stoies said that short of virtue—in other w 
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short of the standard of perfection—all faults and vices were 
equal, Chrysippus, indeed, tried to soften down this asser- 
tion; but in its extreme form it only reminds us of certain 
sayings which have been heard in modern times, about the 
* worthlessness of morality.’ In the presence of a dazzling 
ideal of spiritual perfection, the minor distinctions of right 
and wrong seem to lose their meaning. 

The Stoics, after portraying their Wise Man, were free to 
confess that such a character did not: exist, and indeed never 
had existed. With small logical consistency, but with much 
human truth, while they allowed their assertions about the 
worthlessness of all except absolute wisdom to remain, and 
always held up this unattained and unattainable ideal, they 
admitted another conception to stand, though unacknow- 
ledged, beside it—namely, the conception of ‘advance,’ 
Zeno and the rest, though they do not claim to be wise, yet 
claimed to be ‘advancing.’ This notion of conscious moral 
progress and self-discipline is too familiar now for us easily 
to believe that it was first introduced into Greece in the third 
century Bc. It may be said, indeed, to be contained im- 
plicitly in Aristotle's theory of ‘habits ;* but it is in reality 
the expression of a new and totally different spirit. By this 
spirit we shall find the later Stoics deeply penetrated. It 
constituted perhaps the most purely ‘moral’ notion of 
antiquity, as implying the deepest associations which are 
attached to the word ¢ moral.’ 

Another great idea, of which the introduction is generally 
attributed to the Stoies, is the idea of ‘duty ;” but on con- 
sideration, we shall perceive that this, entirely conformable 
as it was with their point of view, was not all at once enun- 
ciated by them, but was only gradually developed in or by 
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means of their philosophy. There were two correlative terms 
introduced by the early Stoics, signifying the ‘ suitable’?! 
and the ‘right.’ The ‘right’ could only be said of actions 
having perfect moral worth. The ‘ suitable’ included all that 
fitted in harmoniously with the course of life—everything 
that could on good grounds be recommended or defended. 
This term, the ‘ suitable,’ seems to fall short of the moral sig- 
nificance of what we mean by duty; and yet it is remarkable 
that this term became translated into Latin as officitum, and 
thus really stands to our word ‘ duty’ in the position of lineal 
antecedent. So much casuistical discussion took place upon 
what was, or was not, ‘suitable,’ that a train of associations 
became attached to the word, associations which were in- 
herited by the Romans. Thus the idea of duty grew up, 
more belonging, perhaps, to the Roman than to the Greek 
clements in the Stoical spirit, fostered by a national sternness 
and a love of law, and ultimately borrowing its modes of ex- 
pression from the formula cf Roman jurisprudence.” 

The most prominent conception in the Stoical system 
being the effort to attain a perfect life in conformity with 
universal laws, we may now ask what forms the background 
to this picture? Aristotle and Plato would certainly have 
conceived to themselves a limited state, essentially Greek in 
character, the institutions of which should furnish sufficiently 
favourable conditions for the life of the Wise Man. But in 
the third century B.c. these restricted notions had become 
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of Plato, a universal state, with one government and n , 
of life for all mankind. This admired polity, which Plutarch 
calls “ἃ dream of philosophic statesmanship, and which, he 
rhetorically says, was realised by Alexander the Great, owed, 
no doubt, its origin to the influence upon men’s minds pro- 
duced by the conquests of Alexander, This influence, partly 
depressing,—in so’ far as it diminished the sense of freedom, 
and robbed men of their healthy, keen, and personal interest 
in politics,—was also partly stimulating, since it unfolded a 
wider horizon, and the possibility of conceiving a universal 
state, Thus were the national and exclusive ideas of Greece, 
as afterwards of Rome, changed into cosmopolitanism. The 
first lesson of cosmopolitanism, that said, ‘there is no differ~ 
ence between Greece and barbarians—the world is our city,” 
must have seemed a mighty revelation. To say this was 
quite natural to Stoicism, which drawing the mind away from 
surrounding objects, bids it soar into the abstract and the 
universal. By denying the reality and the interest of πῶσ 
tional polities, the moral importance of the individual was 
immensely enhanced. Ethies were freed from all connection 
with external institutions, and were joined in a new and close 
alliance to physies and theology. 

The cosmopolitanism of the Stoics was a cosmopolitanism 
in the widest etymological sense, for they regarded not the 
iwhabited earth alone, but the whole universe, as man’s city. 
Undistracted by political ideas, they placed the individual in 
direct relation to the laws of the Cosmos. Hence Chrysippus 
said, that ‘no ethical subject could be rightly approached 
except from the preconsideration. of entire nature and the 
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discussion of good, evil, ends, justice, marriage, education, 
and the like, was some exordium about Fate or Providence. 
So close and absolute a dependence of the individual upon 
the Divine First Cause was asserted by the Stoics, that their 
theological system reminds us, to some extent, of modern 
Calvinism, or of the doctrines of Spinoza. Body, they said, 
is the only substance. Nothing incorporeal could act upon 
what is corporeal, or vice versé. The First Cause * of all is 
God, or Zeus—the universal reason, the world-spirit, which 
may also be represented as the primeval fire, just as the soul 
of man, which is an emanation from it, consists of a warm 
ether. God, by transformation of his own essence, makes 
the world. All things come forth from the bosom of God, 
and into it all things will again return, when by universal 
conflagration the world sinks into the divine fire, and God is 
again left alone. The universe is a living and rational whole; 
for how else could the human soul, which is but a part of that 
whole, be rational and conscious? If the Cosmos be com- 
pared to an individual man, then Providence is like the spirit 
of aman. Thus all things are very good, being ordered and 
preordained by the divine reason. This reason is also des- 
tiny, which is defined to be ® ‘the law according to which 
what has been, has been; what is, is; and what shall be, 
shall be. The round world hangs balanced in an infinite 
vacuum. It is made up of four elements—fire and air, which 
are active powers; water and earth, which are passive mate. 
rials. Within it are four classes of natural objects:—inorganic 
substances, plants, animals, and rational beings. First and 
highest among rational beings are the sun and the stars and 
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These, indeed, are created gods, divine but noteternal, They 
will at last, like all things else, return into the unity of 
the primeval fire, Other gods, or rather other manifestations 
of the one divine principle, exist in the elements and the 
powers of nature, which, accordingly, are rightly worshipped 
by the people, and have received names expressive of their 
different attributes. Heroes, also, with divine qualities, are 
justly deified; and the Wise Man is divine, since he bears 
a god within himself. In this city of Zeus, where all is 
holy, and earth and sky are full of gods, the individual man 
is but a part of the whole—only one expression of the uni- 
versal law. 

Abstractedly, the theology of the Stoics appears as a mate- 
rialistic pantheism; God is represented as a fire, and the 
world as a mode of God. But, practically, this aspect of the 
creed is softened by two feelings—by their strong sense, first, 
of the personality of God; and secondly, of the individuality 
of man, These feelings express themselves in the hymn of 
Cleanthes, the most devotional fragment” of Grecian an- 
tiquity. In this hymn, Zeus is addressed as highest of the 
gods, having many names, always omnipotent, leader of nature, 
and governing all things by law. 

‘Thee, continues the poet, ‘it is lawful for all mortals 
to address. For we are thy offspring, and alone of living 
creatures possess a voice which is the image of reason, 
Therefore, I will for ever sing thee and celebrate thy power. 
All this universe rolling round the earth obeys thee, and 
follows willingly at thy command. Such a minister hast thou 
in thy invineible hands, the two-edged, flaming, vivid, thun- 
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derbolt, Ο King, most high, nothing is done without thee 
either in heaven or on earth, or in the sea, except what the 
wicked do in their foolishness, Thou makest order out of 
disorder, and what is worthless becomes precious in thy 
sight ; for thou has fitted together good and evil into one, 
and hast established one law that exists for ever. But the 
wicked fly from thy law, unhappy ones, and thongh they 
desire to possess what is good, yet they see not, neither do 
they hear, the universal law of God. If they would follow 
it with understanding, they might have a good life. But 
they go astray, each after his own deviees—some vainly 
striving after reputation, others turning aside after gain 
excessively, others after riotous living and wantonness. 
Nay, but, O Zeus, giver of all things, who dwellest in dark 
clonds, and rulest over the thunder, deliver men from their 
foolishness, Scatter it from their souls, and grant them to 
obtain wisdom, for by wisdom thou dost rightly govern all 
things; that being honoured we may repay thee with 
honour, singing thy works without ceasing, as is right for us 
todo. For there is no greater thing than this, either for 
mortal men or for the gods, to sing rightly the universal 
law.’ 

In this interesting fragment we see, above all, a belief in 
the unity of God. This, Plato and Aristotle had most cer- 
tainly arrived at. Even in the popular ideas it probably lay 
behind all polytheistic forms, as being a truth necessary to 
the mind. But Monotheism here, as in the early Hebrew 
Scriptures, is co-existent with a mention of other gods be 
sides the one highest God. These are represented as inferio 
to Zeus, and singing his praises. The human soul is | 
depicted as deriving all happiness from wisdom and a 
ledge of God. The knowledge of God and a d 
regard to Him are mentioned as needs of the 
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see a strong assertion of the worth of the individual. 
Heraclitus had said of old that ‘Zeus looks on the wisest 
man as we look on an ape. But now the feeling about 
these things was changed, and Chrysippus * even went so far 
as to say, that ‘the sage is not less useful to Zeus than Zeus 
is to the sage,’—a saying which is rendered less offensive by 
taking it partly in a metaphysical sense, to mean that the 
individual is as necessary to the universal law as vice versit. 

As strong an assertion as this would seem almost required 
to counterbalance the absorbing necessarian element in early 
Stoicism. At first it excites surprise that a system putting 
so great store on the moral will should on the other hand 
appear to annihilate it. If all proceeds by destiny, what 
scope is left for individual action, for self-discipline and 
moral advance? But we must leave this contradiction un- 
resolved. Other systems with a profoundly moral bearing 
have also maintained the doctrine of necessity. And it was 
plainly the intention of the Stoies that the Wise Man, by 
raising himself to the consciousness of universal necessity, 
should become free, while all those who had not attained to 
this consciousness remained in bondage. ‘ Lead me, Zeus, 
and thou Destiny,” says Cleanthes, in another fragment, 
‘whithersoever I am by you appointed. I will follow not 
a nee St gees Meneeee 
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‘difficulty arose, as in modern times, how to recon- 
eile the opposite ideas of individual freedom, and of a world 
absolutely predetermined by divine reason. ‘To the task of 
this reconciliation Chrysippus devoted himself, and Cicero 
describes him as ‘labouring painfully to explain how all 
things happen by Fate, and yet that there is something in 
ourselves.’ To effect this, he drew a distinction between 
* predisposing’ and * determinant’ causes, and said that only 
the ‘ predisposing’ causes rested with Fate,*! while the ‘de- 
terminant’ cause was always in the human will, This dis- 
tinction will hardly bear much scrutiny. When Chrysippus 
was confronted with what philosophers called the ‘lazy 
argument,??—namely, the very simple question, Why should 
I do anything, if all is fated? Why, for instance, should I 
send for the doctor, since, whether I do so or not, the ques- 
tion of my recovery is already fixed by fate ?—to this he 
replied, It is perhaps as much fated that you should send for 
the doctor, as that you should get well; these things are 
‘confatal.’ In other words, the fate of the Stoica was, of 
course, a rational fate, acting, ποῦ supernaturally, but by the 
whole chain of cause and effect. The reasonings of Chry- 
sippus are interesting historically, as being the first attempt 
to meet some of the difficulties of the doctrine of human 
freedom ; and much that he urges has been repeated in after 
times. We have already seen the optimism of Cleanthes 
expressed in his hymn. He says on the one hand, that 
nothing is evil in the hands of God; God fits good and eyil 
together into one frame. On the other hand, he says that 


THE STOIC VIEW OF OMENS AND ORA 
* God does all that is done in the world, 


of evil is necessary, as being the contrary to good ;* without 
it, good could not exist. Again, that as in a large family a 
little waste must oceur, so in the world there must be parts 
overlooked and neglected. Again, that the good are afflicted 
not as a punishment, but ‘ according to another dispensation,’ 
Again, that evil demons may preside over some parts of the 
world. Of these inconsistent arguments the first is, perhaps, 
the most philosophical. It is taken from Heraclitus, aceord- 
ing to whom all things exist by the unity of contradiction. 
Plutarch objects to this argument, that if good can only 
exist. by implying evil, what will become of the good after 
the conflagration of the world, when Zeus is allin all? If 
evil is destroyed, then good will be destroyed also; an ob- 
jection hard to answer from the point of view of Chrysippns. 

The Stoies generally professed themselves on the side of the 
‘common notions. They accepted the popular theology in 
an allegorising spirit, as being a slightly perverted expression 
of the truth, Though denying the marvellous and the 
supernatural, and being quite unable to attribute to God a 
meddling in the minutia: of human affairs, they yet declared™* 
for the reality of omens, oracles, and portents, They explained 
their belief by saying that there was no special revelation, 
but that certain signs were universally preordained to aceom- 
pany certain events. The portent and the thing to be sig- 
nified were ‘confatal,’ ‘Thus the world was full of divine 
coincidences, if men could but discern them. We can well 
nis theme would suit the subtle intellect of Chry- 
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necessity these pictures of the inner life are paradoxical. 
They speak of a boundless freedom and elevation, with whieh 
the narrow limits of external reality come into harsh ¢con- 
trast. And in the vaunts of the Stoics we only see what is 
analogous to one side of Lord Bacon’s famous ‘ character of 
a believing Christian, drawn out in paradoxes and seeming 
contradictions.’ ‘He is rich in poverty, and poor in the 
midst of riches; he believes himself to be a king, how mean 
soever he be; and how great soever he be, yet he thinks 
himself not too good to be servant to the poorest saint.’ 
Some of the qualities of the Stoic ideal seem inferior to the 
conception of goodness afterwards developed by the school. 
The Wise Man of Zeno was represented as stern and pitiless, 
and as never conceding pardon to any one, This forms a 
great contrast with the gentle and forgiving spirit of 
Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius. Such harsher traits of the 
picture are Semitic in tone ; they were afterwards discarded 
during subsequent transmutations of the Stoical principle. 
More inward meaning is there in the saying, para- 
doxical as it might appear, that nothing the Wise Man 
ean do would be a crime. Cannibalism, and incest, and 
the most shocking things, are said to be indifferent to the 
sage. This however, though stated so repulsively, can only 
have meant something resembling the principle that ‘what- 
ever is of faith is no sin.’ One of the interests of the Stoical 
ideal consists in the parallel it affords at many points to 
different phases of religious feeling. Such for instance is the 
tendency, more or less vaguely connecting itself with the 
Stoic doctrine, to divide all the world into the good and the 
bad, or, as they expressed it, into the wise and the fools—an 
idea evidently belonging to the inner life, and hard to bring 
into conformity with extemal facts. Entirely in the same 
direction, the Stoies said that short, of virtue—in other words, 
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moral and practical conception above all speculative philo- 
sophy separates Zeno from the previous schools of Greece. 
We have now to ask, What is it that distinguishes him from 
Crates ?—what is the essential difference between the Stoic 
and the Cynic creeds? ‘This is generally stated as if the 
former were merely a softened edition of the latter. The 
Cynic said, ‘There is nothing good but virtue; all else is 
absolutely indifferent.’ The Stoic said, ‘Yes, but among 
indifferent things some are preferable’ to others; health, 
though not an absolute good, is, on the whole, preferable to 
sickness; and this, though not an evil, is, on the whole, to 
be avoided.’ Again, it is said that Cynicism is unseemly and 
brutal, and tramples upon society ; Stoicism is more gentle, 
and outwardly conforms with the world. But this com- 
parison does not go sufficiently deep, and does not explain 
the facts of the case, for the Stoics were often as paradoxical 
as the Cynics in denying that anything was a good besides 
virtue; and if they were outwardly less ferocions, we want to 
know what was the inward law of their doctrine that made 
them so, Perhaps we nearest touch the spring of difference, 
by observing that Cynicism is essentially mere negation, 
mere protest against the external world; while Stoicism is 
essentially positive, essentially constructive, and tends in 
many ways to leaven the external world. Cynicism despised 
the sciences, disdained politics, exploded the social institu- 
tions, and ridiculed patriotism or the distinctions of country, 
Zeno, on the contrary, re-arranged the sciences according to 
his views: he enjoined the wise to mix in affairs; and he 
conceived not a mere negation of patriotic prejudices, but 
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again (ῥαστώνην τοῦ ἀναβιοῦν), which seems to be a modifi-— 
cation of the Stoical eschatology. It is said by the author 
lately referred to,™ that the Chasidim, or Assideans of 
Maceabean times, invested their conservative Judaism ‘to 
some extent with a Stoic garb, and that the Fourth book of 
Maccabees ‘exhibits to us Stoicism associated and interwoven 
with Judaic legalism.’ It is the object of the same writer to 
prove that the book of Heclesiastes, to which he assigns a 
date about 200 f,c., contains references to both Stoical and 
Epicurean tenets,” and was written with the object of dis- 
suading from the study of both these philosophies, which at 
the time ‘were exerting among the theocratic people an 
influence adverse to the ancient faith of Judaism.’ The 
relation of Stoicism to the Talmud is a question which, if 
worked out, might probably furnish some interesting results. 
And of the influence produced by the Stoical modes of 
thought and phraseology Δ upon the mind of St. Paul, his 
epistles furnish ample evidence. 

St. Paul was born at Tarsus, a meeting point between 
the East and the West, the congenial soil and chief father- 
land of Stoicism. Six of the eminent Stoie teachers had 
their home there, Chrysippus and Aratus belonged to the 
neighbouring Soli, and three other leaders of the sect to 
Mallos, which was also a Cilician town. St. Paul was 
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brought up as a Pharisee, in a sect which had a natural, and 
probably an historical, affinity with the Stoical doctrines. 
His master was Gamaliel, ‘the most liberal teacher of the 
day, who bad no dread of Greek learning.’ St. Paul's 
writings show him to have imbibed the current Greek 
cultivation. When he came to Athens, after encountering 
certain philosophers of the Epicureans and of the Stoics, he 
stood up in the midst of Mars’ Hill’ and addressed the 
multitude, While speaking to the mass of the Athenians, 
and making its popular superstition his starting-point, St. 
Paul appears to appeal to the philosophic part of his 
audience, weaving in their ideas into his speech, referring to 
their literature, and producing ‘a studied coincidence with 
their modes of expression.’ Thus the cosmopolitan theory 
of the Stoics seems distinctly assumed, and both Aratus 
and Cleanthes may be comprehended under the terms ὁ cer- 
tain of your own poets have said’; δ᾽ and in the saying that 
*God dwelleth not in temples made with hands’ St. Paul 
agrees remarkably with the expressions of Zeno (ap. Plutarch 
De Repug. Stoic. c. 2). But it was not merely when he was 
addressing an Athenian audience that St. Panl made use 
of Stoical forms of expression. ‘As the speculations of 
Alexandrian Judaism had elaborated a new and important 
theological vocabulary, so also to the language of Stoicism, 
which itself likewise had sprung from the union of the 
religious sentiment of the East with the philosophical 
thought of the West, was due an equally remarkable deve- 
lopment of moral terms and images. To the Gospel, both  * 
pce. lh ΑΔ οἰ Δν δὲ ϑόνοιος As St. John (nor 


as the least inadequate to express the highest doctrines of 
Christianity, so St. Paul (nor St. Paul alone) found in the 
ethical language of the Stoics expressions more fit thanhe 
could find elsewhere to describe in certain aspects the duties 
and privileges, the struggles and triumphs, of the Christian 
life.’ Instances of ‘the characteristic commonplaces of 
Stoic morality’ emerging in the writings of St. Paul are 
as follows: (1.) The Stoical ideal of the wise man (so full of 
paradox, see above, page 321), with his perfect self-suffi- 
ciency—who alone is free, alone is happy, alone is rich, alone 
is king and priest—was a topic that furnished to St. Paul 
many a passage both of irony and earnestness. ‘Even now 
are ye full’ he says to the Corinthians, ‘even now are ye 
rich, even now are ye made kings without us’; ‘we are 
fools for Christ, but ye are wise in Christ: we are weak, but 
ye are strong: ye are gloriotis, but we are dishononred.’ δὲ 
* All things are yours.” And of himself he speaks ‘as 
being grieved, yet always rejoicing ; as beggars, yet making 
many rich; ashaving nothing and yet possessing all things.’ * 
*In everything at-every time having every self-sufficiency 
(αὐτάρκειαν), in everything being enriched’? 61 have 
learnt, in whatsoever circumstances I am, to be self-sufficing. 
Thave all strength in him that giveth me power. I haveall 
things to the full and to overflowing.’ (2,) The Stoieal 
cosmopolitanism, the idea of a city coextensive with the 
universe (see above, page 325), furnished another set of 
images to St. Paul. ‘Our citizenship is in heaven? δ᾽ 
*Therefore ye are no more strangers and pee 
τὸ hee enelagtis saints and members of 
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hold? ® ‘Fulfil your duties as citizens worthily of the 
gospel of Christ.’*' *We being many are one body in 
Christ, and members one of another.’® ‘There is neither 
Jew nor Greek; ‘there is neither bond nor free; there is no 
male or female ; for ye are all one in Christ Jesus.’ «Not 
Greek and Jew, cireumeision and uncireumeision, barbarian, 
Scythian, bond, free: but Christ is ‘all things and in all? % 
Such was the noble use that St, Paul made of Stoical ideas 
and forms of thought with him the spirit of Christianity 
purifies these ideas from their alloy and turns them into 

pure gold. But it cannot be doubted that Stoicism, by the 
early and not uncongenial influence which it had produced 
upon the mind of St, Paul, contributed something to the 
form under which Christian doctrine was set forth by its 
greatest expositor. On the other hand there are no good 
grounds for believing that Stoicism ever received any in- 
fluence from Christianity. The hypothesis of an intercourse 
between St, Paul and Seneca has no historical foundation. 
And internal evidence forbids our supposing that either 
Seneca, or any other Stoical writer, borrowed from, or was 
acquainted with, the Christian doctrines. 

Having now traced some indications of the effect pro- 
duced ‘by Stoicism on the eastern shores of the Mediter- 
ranean, lef us tum to watch its promulgation in the West 
and throughout the Roman world in general, where it was 
destined to play the part of, to some extent, a regenerating 
element in the last days of Pagan civilisation. There was a 
direct succession, as we have seen above (p. 307), in the lists 
of the Stoic doctors from Chrysippus to Posidonins, and 
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spanned by these successive teachers (from 200 3,0, to 50 
3.c.), many circumstances turned the tide of philosophy to- 
wards Rome, and commenced the intellectual subjugation of 
the vietors in the domain of thought as well as of imagi- 
native literature. The first awakenings of the national 
curiosity are somewhat obscured. Aulus Gellius records a 
decree of the Senate, of the date 8.0. 161, for banishing from 
Rome philosophers and rhetoricians, at the instance of M. 
Pomponius, the pretor. This fact appears to stand in 
isolation. Six years later (8.0, 155), we hear of the famous 
embassy of the philosophers sent from Athens to Rome to 
obtain the remission of a fine. Doubt has been thrown on 
the reality of this event. But independently of the constant 
oral tradition from Scipio and Lelius down to Cicero, 
the historical certainty of the embassy is established by a 
reference which Cicero makes to the writings of Clito- 
machus, a Carthaginian philosopher who settled at Athens, 
and was disciple to Carneades immediately after the date 
assigned to the embassy, and who therefore is an undoubted 
authority for the facts. However, we may easily believe 
that the story has been decked out and improved. In some 
accounts, Carneades the Academic, and Diogenes the Stoic, 
are mentioned as the envoys; but other accounts, probably 
for completeness’ sake, add Critolaus the Peripatetic. And 
hence it came to be said that these three represented the 
three styles of oratory—the florid, the severe, and the 
moderate, Cicero tells us of ἃ philosophic party at Rome, — 
in compliment to whom these particular ambassadors 
sent; while, on the other hand, Cato the Censor ν 
with impatience their favourable reception, and I 
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the Senate their speedy dismissal. The most interesting 
anecdote connected with this embassy is that quoted from 
the works of Clitomachus,—that A, Albinus, the praetor, 
said to Carneades in the Capitol, before the Senate, ‘Is it 
true, Carneades, that you think IT am no praetor because 
Tam not a wise man, and that this is no city, and that 
there is no true state in it?’ To which Carneades replied, 
* I don’t think so, but this Stoic does,’ This story amusingly 
represents the confusion in the mind of the Roman pretor, 
who did not distinguish between the philosophical schools, 
but was struck by the great paradox he had heard, and was 
not able to comprehend that inner point of view from which 
it was said that, mighty Rome was no city, and the august 
preetor had no real office or authority at all. 

The anti-philosophical party seem to have continued their 
exertions at Rome, and under the date 93 3.0. we read ® of 
a decree of the censors Domitius AZnobarbus and Licinius 
Crassus against the schools in which a new sort of learning 
was taught by those who called themselves Latin rhetoricians, 
and where youths wasted their whole days in sloth. This 
deerce is in fine grand Roman style; it says, ‘these things 
do not please us” But it was in vain to attempt resisting 
the influx of Greek philosophy, when the leading and most 
able men warmly welcomed it. Africanus, C, Leelius, and L, 
Furius were extremely pleased at the embassy, and always 
had learned Greeks in their company. A little later than 
150 B.¢, no one was more instrumental in recommending 
Stoiciam to the Romans than Panatins of Rhodes, whose in- 
n were attended by Lelius and his son- 
ind also by the conqueror of Carthage. 
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‘the courts in Asia Minor and Egypt. He is always spoken 
of as the friend and companion of Scipio and Lelius. He is 
ΠΡ Σ᾿ atetee ΗΕ ΘΘΟΙ͂ΘΕ ΕΙΒΟΊΕ ΤΕΣ Ἢ 
influence the cultivated Romans, but a still more by his 
books. These seem to have been of a character eminently 
fitted for the comprehension of the Romans, being extremely 
practical, avoiding the harshness and severity of the early 
Stoics, and being free from ‘the forms of dialectic’ One 
~ peculiarity above all, while it made Panstius a worse Stoic, 
made him at the same time a more attractive expositor of 
philosophy, and was only a fulfilment, after all, of the destiny 
of Stoicism—namely, his tendency to eclecticism. He con- 
stantly had Plato, Aristotle, Xenocrates, Theophrastus, Dieaw- 
archus, in his mouth; he was always speaking’! of Plato as 
divine, most wise, most holy, and the Homer of philosophers. 
‘We can form a very good conception of his writings from 
Cicero's work On Offices, which is taken almost exactly from 
Panatins’ On Things Suitable. An extract. verbatim, from 
the latter, is preserved by Aulus Gellius. It recommends 
those who are mixed up in affairs to be on their guard, like 
pugilists, against every sort of attack, It is im rhetorical 
style, and full ofa sensible worldly prudence. Such prudence 
is no more alien cote arpa remit iin στους 
is from a particular phase of religion. ὃ 
Posidonius (8.0. +480) maui a νεντος 
with the Romans, and the same eclectic tendencies as his 
master. After the death of Panetius (.c. 112), he! nade 
some extensive travels for the sake of physical 
Cadiz he spent some time in observations on the sur 
visited Sicily, Dalmatia, and other countries, 
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settled in Rhodes. Strabo, with a sympathy for his geo- 
graphical knowledge, called him ‘the most learned philo~ 
sopher of the day.’ In the year 86 1,0, he was, sent. 89 am- 
bassador to Rome, and. beeame acquainted with Marius, 
Pompey visited Posidonins twice in Rhodes (67 and 62 B.c.); 
and the story goes that on one of these occasions, Posidonius 
haying a bad fit of the gout, discoursed from his bed to Pom- 
pey on the topic ‘ that virtue is the only good, and that pain 
isno evil.’ Cicero also studied under him in Rhodes; and 
finally, coming to Rome in his old age (8.0, 51), he died 
there a short time afterwards, having had as his, hearers 
©. Velleius, C. Cotta, Q. Lucilius Balbus, and probably Brutus. 
Posidonius wrote a commentary on the Timneus of Plato, 
apparently to reconcile it with the Stoical physics. He ap- 
proximated in some things to Aristotle, and even, it is said, 
to Pythagoras. On divination, however, he reverted to the 
old, Stoical view, abandoning the scepticism of Panetius, 
The ancients make mention of the elegance of his style; and 
Cicero, while dissenting from his opinions on fate and other 
subjects, speaks of him at the same time with the greatest 
Tespect. ; 

Besides those Stoics who were of eminence and originality 
enough to advance, though only by amalgamation, the tra- 
ditionary doctrine, there were by this time many others who 
received it merely and adopted it as an article of faith, with- 
ont thinking of addition or change. Such was probably 
Antipater of Tyre, who becawe the friend and instructor of 
Gato the younger. And now we find, in the last half-century 
frequent instances of a new fashion in Rome— 
a f poem. to maintain a philosopher in his 
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‘to have made a journey to Pergamus with the express object 
Cordylion, to accompany him to Rome, in which mission he 
‘succeeded, and brought back the sage in triumph, who ended 
his days in the house of Cato, After this, at Utica, Cato 
appears to have had among the members of his family 
Demetrius a Peripatetic, and Apollonides a Stoic. On the 
night before Cato’s suicide, they disputed with each other 
on the paradox that the Wise Man only is free, Cato warmly 
supporting the Stoieal side. Another” Athenodorus, of 
the same sect, but surnamed Cananites, was highly honoured 
by the great Augustus, Attracting the notice of the 
Emperor at Apollonia, where he held a school, he was invited 
to Rome, and had the young Claudius placed under his in- 
struction. In his old age returning to Tarsus, he seems to 
haye procured some advantages for his country through his 
influence with Augustus, Among the few works attributed 
to him there is one with an eminently Stoical title, On 
Bernseivees and Fineatios, 

Arguing by analogy from these external jeiSooabci τὰ 
may. imagine the Roman nation at this period imbibing 
Greek philosophy, or so-called philosophy, at every pore. 
The Romans, indeed, had not the slightest stomach for meta- 
physics, and in no one of their writers do we find any trace 
of a real acquaintance with the systems of Plato or Aristotle. 
But we can find abundant traces of an acquaintance with 
Epicurns and Chrysippus, and Panetius and Posidonius. 
The inducement of the Romans in taking up with this ; 
of literature was twofold: first, a natural affinity for 
moralising and maxims of life; second, a rhetori 


weighty. The constant practice of declamation gave an 
immense stimulus to the sermonising tendency of the day, 
and as the despotism of the Empire shut up other subjects, 
declamation became more and more exclusively moral. In- 
struction under some Greek rhetorician became part of the 
education of a Roman youth, and in Athens, Rhodes, Mar- 
seilles, and Alexandria, everywhere throughout the great, 
Roman world, Sophists and declaimers might be heard setting 
forth the theses of the different schools, among which the 
florid paradoxes of the Stoics were no doubt most striking 
and attractive. 

The Romans who took any side in philosophy invariably 
became either Epicureans, Stoies, or Academies, or else, as was 
not unfrequent, they combined the Academical opinions on 
knowledge with the Stoical morals or some admixture of the 
Stoical physics. This was the case with L. Lueullus, with 
M. Brutus, and Terentius Varro. Cicero’s creed we know to 
have been a learned and sensible eclecticism, a qualified 
Stoicism with a use of the Academic arguments, and an 
approach in some things to the Peripatetic views. Such a 
compound was suitable to a statesman anda man of letters; 
it exhibits acuteness, refinement, breadth of view, and an 
affinity to what is elevated in the different systems: but at 
the same time it avoids all extremes, and shuns that unity 
of principle on which philosophy, properly so called, depends. 
When such a balance as this was wanting, the Romans 
joined the opposite ranks of the Stoics or the Epicureans. 
either side they had certain elements that inclined 

capacity for the physical enjoyment of life, 
for rural ease and the delights of their beautiful 
hy realism which we find expressed by 
to recommend the Epicurean doctrine 

added to these predisposing causes 
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was the fact that the first, book οἵ philosophy written in 
the Latin language was the work of one. Amafinius,” setting 
forth Epicurism. This treatise, though .of πο. merit 
according to Cicero, had immense influence, and brought 
over the multitude to adopt its views...‘ Other works of a 
took possession of the whole of Italy.’ Of this phase of 
feeling hardly any trace remains to us, if we exeept the 
splendid poem of Lucretius, and the record of one or two 
great names among the Roman. Epicureans, such as Atticus, 
the friend of Cicero, Cassius, the murderer of Caesar, L. Tor- 
quatus, and Ὁ, Velleius. Perhaps its most lasting result 
* was the spread of a wisdom,’ as Livy calls it, ‘which had 
learned. to despise the gods.’ Epicurism was transient, in 
Rome, like Sentimentalism in England, because alien to 
the national characteristics ; for on the whole the Romans 
were far more disposed to energy and sublime virtue, and 
the conquest, of external circumstances, than to easy and 
harmonious enjoyment. Without a great intellectual eapa- 
city for the apprehension of the universal, there was, yet 
something abstract, about their turn of mind; this is shown 
in their love of law, and in the sternness of the high Roman 
mood. Ithas been often said that the old) Roman worthies 
were unconscious Stoics.. And now, from Cato to M, Au- 
relius, we find through the Roman, empire an immense 
diffusion of Stoical principles and of the professors of Stoi- 
cism.7> 
Ἢν Giotto, Tee. Diep. iw.tar.; Acad. | tinct, He says of Soxtius that he was 
7 ‘a great manand » Stoic, although he 
- sae the most celebrated of | himself denied this,’ Sextius appe 
Se AE a oe he mae Κρ to have followod Pythagoras in some 
tomporary with Julius Cwsar, who pital tho eal ale 
founded a school. This school, Soneca | nonce from animal food. 8, » 


tollsus (Quest, Nat. vu.xxxii.)}, bogan | disciple of Sextius, was 
with great delat, but soon became ex- 
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ΠῚ, These professors assumed, it appears, not only dis- 
badges of their sect. We read in Juvenal™ of the ‘long 
robe’ as synonymous with Stoicism; in Persius we read of 
their close-cropped hair, and their look of having sat up 
all night; in Tacitus,’* of their set countenances and gait 
expressive of virtue. Like their Jewish counterpart, the 
Pharisees, they were formal, austere, pretentious, and not 
unfrequently hypocritical. Under the mask of asceticism, 
they appear sometimes to have concealed gross licentious- 
ness/® and under their sanctimonious face the blackest 
heart. With bitter indignation does Tacitus® record the 
perfidy of Publius Egnatius Celer, the Stoic philosopher, the 
client, the instructor, and the false friend of Barea Soranus, 
whom, with his daughter, he betrayed to Nero, by giving the 
lying evidence which procured their deaths. Such cases as 
this, however, are to be regarded like stories of the corrup- 
tion of priests and monks, and to be judged apart, as giving 
no sufficient clue to the working of the system. Partly they 
illustrate the maxim that ‘that corruption is worst which is 
the corruption of the best ;* partly they show that. an elevated 
and spiritual creed is apt, by the very nobleness of its 
appearance, to attract unworthy followers. We may also 
add that, beside the antinomian tendencies which might 


kind of asceticism at ono time; bat 
aftor a year’s trial of it, he was per- 
suaded by his father, who‘ hated phi- 
losophy,’ and who dreaded the impu- 
tation of certain foreign superstitions, 
to retarn to the common mode of dict. 
(Ep. eviii.) What is most remarkable 
about Sextins is his daily habit, ac- 
cording to Sencea (De Ira, mt. xxxvi.), 
of self-examination, This shows the 
spirit of the times. 

© «Facinus majoris abollie.’— Sat, 


iii. 115. 

τὸ 'Insomnis ... et detonsa juven- 
tus.\—Sat. iii. 54. 

ἜΤ, Egoatius...anctoritatem Sto- 
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Aogically be connected with this creed,*! there was a narrow- 
‘ness in the intensity of Stoiciém, and an abstract unreality 
about its ideas, not favourable to the development of the 
‘more human virtues. Acknowledging these things, we may 
turn away from this ungracious side of the system, and leave 
it to the tender mercies of the satirists. For even externally, 
Stoicism, on the whole, presented a better aspect and won a 
better opinion than this from intelligent observers during the 
early Roman empire. Nothing can be more significant than 
the accusation brought against C. Rubellius Plautus * by 
Tigellinus. This Plautus was son of Julia, and great-grand- 
son of Tiberius. Becoming an object of suspicion to Nero, 
he retired—not from the Roman world, for that. was impos- 
sible, but from the Court-—to Asia, where he lived in the 
pursuit of the Stoic philosophy. Tigellinus, to stir up Nero's 
hatred against him, declared, ‘ That man, though of immense 
wealth, does not even pretend a wish for enjoyment, but is 
always bringing forward the examples of the ancient Romans. 
And he has now joined to these ideas the arrogance of the 
Stoics—a philosophy which makes men turbulent and rest- 
less.’ It is easy to see that this accusation was a panegyric. 
It was followed up by an order sent from Nero that Plautus 
should be put to death, His friends counselled resistance, 
but Caranus and Musonius Rufus, two philosophers who 
were with him, preached the doctrine of resignation and 
fortitude; and armed with their suggestions, he met his 
death unmoved. This manner of death and life was not 
confined to Plautus: the reigns of Claudius and Nero ex- 
hibit a constellation of noble characters, formed on the 


“ Seo abote, Ρ, 322. ἀξείαν φύσεις ἐπισφαλὲς καὶ παράβολον" 

" Tacitus, Awnal. xiv. 57. Cf. βαθεῖ δὲ καὶ πράῳ κεραννύμενον ἥδε, 
Plutarch, Vit, Cleom—Exa τὶ δ μάλιστα εἶς τὸ οἰκεῖον ἀγαθὸν 
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model of the younger Cato, and showing the same repnb- 
lican front and the same practical conception of Stoicism as 
he did. Such were Cxcina Pretus and his heroic wife Arria, 
who died at the command of Claudius. Such was Soranus 
Barea, already mentioned, and such Thrasea, and his son-in- 
Jaw Helvidius. Seneca, too, in his death, at all events, must 
be added to the list—a list of martyrs ata time when all 
good eminence was sure to attract the stroke, There is 
something perhaps theatrical and affected about the record 
of these death-scenes. When we think of Cato arguing on 
the freedom of the wise man, and then reading the Phado 
through the night, before he stabs himself; when we think 
of Thrasea pouring out a libation of his own blood to Jupiter 
the Liberator, and discoursing in his last moments with the 
Cynic Demetrius on immortality—it seems as if these men 
had played somewhat studied parts, Such scenes appeal to 
the rhetorical faculty, rather than to the imagination and 
the heart. But it is the privilege of certain unhappy periods 
to be rhetorical. It is the privilege of patriots in miserable 
days to be excited, strained, unnatural. And hence we can 
understand how it was that from the Girondists in France 
the Roman Stoics obtained such sympathy and admiration. 
And now let us take some notice of the character and 
the thought of Seneca, a man who has been most differently 
estimated, aceording to the temperament of his judges, and 
according as he has been taken at his best or his worst. 
Probably we may admit almost all the accusations against 
him, and yet end without judging him too hardly. When 
just rising into success, Seneca was banished by Claudius, on 
an obscure charge preferred by Messalina. From Corsica, 
his place of banishment, he addressed what was called a 
* Consolation’ to Polybius, the freedman of the Emperor, on 
the death of his brother. Seneca’s object in this ‘Consolation’ 
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was to effect his own recall, and the means he used were the 
most fulsomeand cringing terms of flattery towards Clandius. 
His mean adulation quite failed in obtaining his pardon; 
and he was only recalled after eight years’ exile, through the 
influence of Agrippina, who made him tutor te her son 
Domitius, the future emperor Nero. In the museum at 
Naples one sees frescoes brought from Pompeii, which repre- 
sent a butterfly acting as charioteer to a dragons These 
designs were meant to caricature the relationship ‘of Seneca 
to his pupil Nero. No doubt he was drawn violently and 
without the power of resistance through much that was 
unseemly by his impetuous charge. No doubt he tried, with 
the help of Burrus, to keep the reins straight. But he was 
obliged to connive and even assist at things which made 
people say, with natural surprise, ¢ This is.a’strange part for 
aStoicto play.’ The poor painted butterfly behind the dragon 
could nob choose what part he-should play. Other things 
that have been complained of in Seneca are his violent τος 
action of spite against Claudius, shown’ in the satirewhich he 
wrote upon his death ; his reputed avarice, and the enormous 
fortune which in a short time he actually amassed under 
Nero; certain scandalous intrigues, with regard: to which 
there really is not evidence enough to enable us to say 
whether Seneca was guilty of them or not; and lastly, his 
possible complicity in the murder of Agrippina. - Seneca was 
no Roman, but a Spaniard,* and we can faney how the milk 
of his flattery towards Claudius timed sour during his. eight 
years’ exile, and how deep resentment settled in his. heart. 
ee 
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power to do so, we may perhaps explain it to ourselves, by 
remembering that many ecclesiastics professing a still more 
unworldly creed than Stoicism have done the same, With 
regard to his privity to the death of Agrippina, all that ean 
be said is that Seneca was, towards the end of his career, 80 
thoroughly scared by Nero, that all power of independent 
action was taken from him. Physically timid and gentle by 
nature, Seneca was not born to play a consistent and unyield- 
ing part. Considering his hideous position, we may well con- 
done his offences. If we study his writings, and especially 
his letters, we shall see that he possessed one essentially 
Stoicul characteristic, namely, the intense desire for advance 
and improvement. ‘The picture of the inner life of Seneca, 
his efforts after self-discipline, his untiring asceticism, his 
enthusiasm for all that he esteems holy and of good report 
—this picture, marred as it is by pedantry, and rhetoric, and 
vain self-conceit, yet stands out in noble contrast to the 
swinishness of the Campanian villas, and is in its complex 
entirety very affecting. 

The works of Seneca are over-harshly judged by those who 
have no taste except for metaphysical philosophy, or who, 
expecting to find such in Seneca, have been disappointed, 
But if we approach these writings from a different side, and 
look at them historically and psychologically, as the picture 
of the times and the man, we find them full of interest. If 
we can endure being’ a little cloyed with excess of richness in 
the style, if we can pardon occasional falsity and frequent 
exaggeration, we shall discover in them a most fertile genius, 
and a vein of French wit, so to speak, which is always neat 
and clever, and often surprising, on the tritest, moral subjects, 
Of all sets of letters that have ever been preserved, there is 
none that exhibits better and more vividly the different phases 
of a peculiar idiosynerasy—of a mind under the dominion 
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of a peculiar kind of thought—than the Epistles of Seneca. 
Let us take a glance at the more striking features of their 
contents, and see what sort of a working in the heart was 
produced by Stoicism under the circumstances of the case. 
The Epistles of Seneca consist of one hundred and twenty- 
four letters, written almost continuously in the old age of 
their author, and all addressed to a person of the name of 
Lucilius. The first point to be noticed about them is their 
entire abstraction from all public events of the day, an 
abstraction very Stoical in itself, and very significant also of 
the ungenial atmosphere of the political world. Only one 
allusion is there to Nero, where Seneca takes occasion (Zp. 
73) to find fault with the opinion that philosophers are 
necessarily turbulent and refractory, and despisers of the 
ruling power. ‘On the contrary,’ he says, ‘none are more 
grateful to him who affords them security and tranquillity of 
life. They must regard the author of these blessings in the 
light of a parent.’ ‘Like Tityrus, they must say that a god 
has provided them tranquillity, and left their cattle to roam 
and themselves to play the pipe.’ ‘The leisure thus granted 
them is indeed godlike, and raises them to the level of the 
gods.’ In such terms does Seneca appreciate the hours of 
gilded oppression and treacherous reprieve which were con= 
ceded him. Most naturally the topics of his correspondence 
were not political. His letters were uniformly didactic and 
moral. In them we see developed the passion for self- 
improvement and for the cultivation of others. Both hy 
nature and from the influences of Stoicism, Seneca was 
essentially a schoolmaster; it was evidently the foible of his 
life to be bringing some one on; he was a pedagogue to him~ 
self, and he wanted somebody else whom he might lecture. OF 
this tendency Lucilius was made the victim. On one oceasion 
he seems to haye remonstrated, and to have reminded Seneca 
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that he was forty years of age, and rather old for schooling 
(Zp. 25). But Seneca will not be deterred. He says it shall 
not be his fault if his friend does not improve, even though 
the success be not very brilliant. In every shape and from 
every side he urges upon him cultivation, and once fairly 
tells him he cannot remain on the footing of friend unless 
he cultivates himself and improves (Zp. 35). He hails his 
good deeds with triumph ; rejoices to hear that Lucilius lives 
on terms of familiarity with his slaves (Zp. 47)—‘ are they 
not,’ he asks, ‘men like ourselves, breathing the same air, 
living and dying like ourselves ?’—praises a book he has 
written, lectures him on the economy of time (Zp. 1); tells 
him to be select in his reading (Zp. 2); bids him examine 
himself to see whether he is progressing in philosophy or in 
life, since only the latter is valuable (Hp. 16); above all, 
exhorts him without ceasing to get rid of the fear of death, 
‘that chain which binds us all’ (Zp. 26), though he is half 
afraid, as in one place he naively confesses (Hp. 30), that 
Lucilius may come to dread his long-winded letters more 
even than death itself. However, as a compensation, he pro- 
mises his friend that these epistles shall ensure him a literary 
immortality, just as the letters of Cicero had made the name 
of Atticus immortal (Zp. 21). 

Such is a specimen of the didactic element in the letters 
of Seneca; the indications of his own self-discipline and 
conscious self-culture are equally pregnant and still more 
characteristic. One sentence of his might be taken as the 
summary and expression of his entire spirit. In speaking of 
the state of the ‘advancing man’ as distinguished in Stoical 
parlance from the ‘ wise man,’ he says (Kp. 71), ‘It isa great 
part of advance to will to be advancing. Of this I am con- 
scious to myself; I will to advance, nay, I will it with my 
whole heart.’ In the will thus fixed and bent there is often 
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a sort of unreal triumph, independent of actual suceess or 
failure. Seneca does not conceal from us his failures in 
realising his conception of philosophic behaviour. But while 

he confesses, he is never humbled. Rather he seems proud 

of detecting his own falling off. On one occasion (Ep.87) - 
he relates an excursion which he made into the country with 
a friend, and in which he says they spent ‘two delightful 
days.’ They took very few slaves, and one rustic vehicle. 

On meeting with persons riding in grander equipages, he tells 

ns, ie could not refrain from blushing, and secretly wished 
that they should not think that this sordid conveyance be- 
longed to him. ‘I have made but little progress as yet, he 
sighs, «I dare not yet openly assume frugality. I mind'the 
opinions of passers-by.’ Whereupon he proceeds to lecture 
down this weakness in the grandest terms, and occupies many 
pages of a letter in proving that riches are not a good. On — 
another occasion he recounts a voyage which he had under- 
taken from Naples to Puteoli (Zp. 53). In these few miles 

the sea became rough, and the philosopher grew sick, and, 
unable to endure the horrible sufferings of his position, he 
commanded the pilot to set him ashore. Ὁ As soon as T had 
recovered my stomach, he says, ‘I began to reflect what a 
forgetfulness of our defects follows us about.’ Pursuing 

this train of reasoning, he enters upon the praises of philo- 
sophy, and soaring far above sea-sickness, he exclaims, 

© Philosophy sets one above all men, and not far behind the 
gods. Indeed, in one point the wise man might he said even 

to surpass the Deity; for the Deity is fearless by the gift of 
nature, but the wise man by his own merits,’ This last 
siying, which is often quoted against Sencea, is perhaps the 
‘most foolish thing he ever said, and must not be taken as an 
average specimen of his thoughts. One failure whieh he 
ascribes to himself may be justly reckoned as a merit ; for 
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while dissuading Lucilius (Hp. 63) from overmuch grieving 
at the loss of a friend, he says, ‘I myself so immoderately 
wept for Annus Serenus, that I must rank among the bad 
examples of those who have been overcome by grief.’ And 
he reflects that the reason of this weakness must have been 
that he had not sufficiently considered the possibility of his 
friend dying first. We may also attribute it to the existence 
in Seneca of an affectionate heart, which had not been entirely 
supplanted by the abstractions of Stoicism, not entirely 
‘aicklied o’er by the pale cast of thought.’ After alluding 
to cases where Seneca confessed to have fallen from the 
philosophic height, it is surely fair not to leave unrecorded 
an occasion where he effected an important triumph of the 
will. The kind of self-discipline chosen was somewhat 
surprising ; it is related in the Fifty-sixth Epistle, where 
Seneca tells his friend that he had taken lodgings ‘over a 
bath.” He details with minuteness the various mixed and 
deafening sounds by which his ears were perpetually assailed. 
He could hear distinctly the strong fellows taking their exer- 
cise—throwing out their hands loaded with the dumb-bells 
—straining and groaning—hissing and wheezing—breathing 
in every kind of unnatural way—at another moment some 
one having his shoulders slapped by the shampooer—a hue 
and cry after a thief—a man practising his voice in the 
path— people leaping and splashing down into the water— 
the various cries of the piemen and sellers of baked meats, 
as they vended their wares—and several other sounds, to all 
of which Seneca compelled his mind to be inattentive, being 
concentrated on itself. The power of abstraction gained by 
such a discipline he seems to have thought very valuable. 
At the end of his letter, he declares that as the experiment 
is quite successful, and as the sounds are really abominable, 
he has now determined to change his quarters, 
aa2 
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mind that nothing can shake or decoy him any more, it is 
through sinning that he has arrived at this state of 
innocence.’ 

Those who have been anxious to obtain the authority of 
Aristotle for the doctrine of ‘human corruption’ will find on 
consideration that this idea, which was historically impossible 
for a Greek of the fourth century B.c., came with sufficient 
vividness into the consciousness of persons in the position of 
Seneca, but not till much later than Aristotle, probably not 
before the beginning of our era. On the other hand, we are 
not to fancy that the thoughts of Seneca received any in- 
fluence from Christianity. We learn from passages like 
that above quoted, not that Seneca had any acquaintance 
with Christian doctrines, but that some of the thoughts and 
feelings which St. Paul had about the world were held also 
by Pagans contemporaneous with him. 

There is one more characteristic of the letters of Seneca 
which ought not to be left unmentioned, and that is, the way 
in which they are perpetually overshadowed by the thought 
of death. The form assumed by this meditatio mortis is a 
constant urging of arguments against fearing to die. These 
arguments are, as might be expected, infinitely varied and 
ingenious. ‘ Death,’ he says, ‘ lurks under the name of life. 
It begins with our infancy. ‘It isa great mistake to look 
forward to death, since a great part of it is already over. 
We die daily’ (Zp. 1). ‘Death is no punishment, but the 
law of nature.’ ‘Children and idiots do not fear death, why 
cannot reason attain to that security which folly has 
achieved?’ (Ep. 36). ‘Death is the one port in a stormy 
sea—it is either end or transition (aut finis est aut transitus) 
—it brings us back to where we were before birth—it must 
be a gain or nothing. ‘The apparatus of death is all a 
cheat; if we tear off the mask, there is nothing fearful.’ 
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© Behind fire and steel and the ferocious crowd of executioners 
there is death hiding—merely death, which my slave or my 
waiting-maid has just despised’ (Hp. 24), Not content 
with bringing forward these considerations dissuasive of 
terror, Seneca in other places does all he can to familiarise 
the mind with the idea of suicide. He says, ‘There is 
nothing more contemptible than to wish for death. Why 
wish for that which is in your power ?—die at once, if you 
Wishito'do so’ (Ep. 117). He relates with approbation the 
suicide of his friend Marcellinus, who being oppressed with 
a long and troublesome invalidism, was recommended by a 
Stoic to give up the trivial round of life; whereupon, having 
distributed his goods among his weeping slaves, he effected 
death by a three-days’ abstinence from food, betaking him- 
self to'a hot bath when his body was exhausted, wherein he 
fainted and died (Ep. 77). Other instances of self-destruc- 
tion are scattered throngh the letters of Seneca, some of 
which give ἃ sad illustration to the unhappiness of the times, 
Tt seems to have been not uncommon for the wretehed 
captives who were doomed to the conflicts of the srena to 
steal themselves away, sometimes by the most revolting 
modes of death. And it is surely a miserable sign when 
cultivated men of the day look on such deeds. with pleasure 
and admiration, So great, was the tendency to suicide 
under Claudius and Nero, that even Seneca on. one occasion 
acknowledges that it is excessive. He says, " We ought not 
to hate life any more than death, we ought not to sink into that. 
mere life-weariness to which many are pronéwhorsee nothing: 
before them but an unvarying routine of waking and sleep- 
ing, hungering and eating.’ But the majority of Seneca’s 
arguments are in the other direction. They are the results 
of a deep sense of unhappiness and insecurity, which existed 
side by side with his philosophic selfcomplacency, | 
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were connected, on the one hand, with a timidity of nature 
and a real love of life; on the other hand, with a presenti- 
ment of evil and a sense of the necessity of preparing for 
the worst. When death suddenly and actually came upon 
Seneca,— like Cicero, he met it with fortitude, in spite of 
his timidity, and probably not on account of his previous 
reasonings, but from an innate elevation of mind called out 
on emergency. We have observed that Seneca spoke of 
death as ‘either end or transition ;’ this sums up bis views 
of the future under an alternative. But his real tendency 
was to Platonic ™ visions of the soul freed from the trammels 
of the body and restored to freedom. He is unwilling that 
Lucilius should arouse him from the ‘ pleasant dream’ of 
immortality. He likes to expatiate on the tranquillity of 
mind and absolute liberty which await us ‘when we shall 
have got away from these dregs of existence into the sublime 
condition on high.’ § 

It is a great contrast if we turn from Seneca to Epictetus. 
It is going from the florid to the severe, from varied feeling 
to the impersonal simplicity of the teacher, often from idle 
rhetoric to devout earnestness. No writings of Epictetus 
remain, but only (what is perhaps equally interesting for us) 
records of his didactic conversations, preserved as néar as 


™ See above, page 332, where in an 


extract from Zeller wo have antici- 
pated the mention of Seneca’s fond- 
ness for dwelling on the imagination 
of a futuré state. 

* We havo not entered upon the 
analysis of Seneca’s philoeophical 
works, because, in short, they are not 
speculutive and philosophical, but of 
the same moralising stamp as his 
lotters. It is, however, just to pay a 
tribute to the force of imagination 
shown by him in preconceiving the 


physical discoveries of future ages (see 
his Naturales’ Questiones, vi. xxxi.). 
‘Quam multa animalia hoc primum 
cognovimus seculo! quam multa ne- 
gotia ne hoc quidem! Multa venientis 
evi populus ignota nobis sciet. Multa 
seeculis tune futuris, cum memoria nos- 
tri exoleverit, reservantur.’ Through 
his vividness of mind, this Spaniard of 
the first century has got the credit of 
predicting elsewhere, in terms re- 
markably coincident, the discovery of 
America, 
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γεῖλε in his own word: by Arrian, the historian, who 
stwlieol under him at Nieopolis Epictetus was a lame 
slave, the property of Epaphroditus, who was himeelf the 
fressiman and the favourite of Nero. While yet a slave, 
Epictetus was won over to the Stoic doctrine by Musonius 
Rufas.* (Obtaining hie freedom, he taught in Rome, and 
afterwards, when the philosophers were banished from the 
city by Domitian, in Nicopolis of Epirus. What is most 
striking about his discourses is their extremely religious 
spirit, and the gentle purity of the doctrines they advocate. 
In them Stoicism reached its culmination, and attained an 
almost entirely un-pagan character ; its harsher traits were 
abandoned, and while Epictetus draws the picture of the 
wise man under the name of Cynic, there is hardly a trace of 
anything cynical in the life which he recommends. To 
mention the subjects of some of his discourses may serve to 
The following headings strike 
the eye :—‘ On things in our power and not in our power.’ 
‘ How to preserve one’s own character in everything.’ ‘How 
to follow out the conception that God is Father of mankind.’ 
‘On moral advance.’ ‘On Providence.’ ‘On equanimity.’ 
‘ How to do all things pleasing to the Gods.” ‘ What part of 
8 sid 1s one’s own.’ ‘On moral training.’ As might be 
conjectured, there is nothing speculative in these discourses. 
Epictetus both received and imparted philosophy as a fulfill- 


give an idea of their nature. 


** Musonius Rufus, whom we have 
noticed before as tho companion of 
Rubellius Plautus in Asia, ‘ returnod 
from exile on the accession of Galba ; 
and whon Antonius Primus, the gene- 
ral of Voxpasian, was marching upon 
Rome, he joived the ambassadors that 
wore seut by Vitellius to the victorious 
gonoral, and going among the soldiers 
of the latter, dlescanted upon the bless- 


! ings of peace and the dangers of war, 


but was soon compelled to put an 
end to his unseagonable eloquence.’ 
(Smith’s Dict. of Greek and Roman 
Biog.) He afterwards obtained the 
condemnation of Publius Celer, the 
traducer of Barea, (Tac. Hist. iii. 81 ; 
iv. 10, 40.) Fragments of his philo- 
sophy are preserved by Stobseus. 
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ing of the needs of the soul, not as a mere development of 
the intellect. His words on this and other subjects present 
very often a strange coincidence with the language of the 
Gospel. He says (Dissert. τι. xi. 1), ‘The beginning of 
philosophy is the consciousness of one’s own weakness and 
inability with regard to what is needful.’ ‘The school of the 
philosopher is a physician’s house; you should not go out 
from it pleased, but in pain. For you come not whole, but 
sick—one diseased in his shoulder and another in his head’ 
(Dissert. 111. xxiii. 30). ‘Young man, having once heard 
these words, go away, and say to yourself, “ Epictetus has not 
spoken them to me (from whence came they to him ?), but 
some kind god by his means. It would not have come into 
the mind of Epictetus to say these things, since he is not 
accustomed to reason with anyone. Come, then, let us obey 
God, lest weshould move God to anger.”’*’ ‘The true Cynic 
should recollect that he is sent as a messenger frum Zeus to 
men, to declare to them concerning things good and evil, 
and to show them that they seek good where it is not to be 
found, and where it is to be found they do not seme it’ 
(Diasert. 1. xxii. 23). 

With regard to the manifestations of Providence, 
Epictetus says (Dissert. i. 16, 19):—* What, then; since ye 
are all blind, is there not need of one who should fill up this 
place, and sing in behalf of you all the hymn to God? Of 
what else am I capable, who am a lame old man, except to 
sing the praises of God? Were I a nightingale, I would do 
as the nightingale ; were I a swan, I would do as the swan. 
But now, since I have reason, I must sing of God. This is 
my office, and I perform it, nor will I leave my post, as far 
as in me lies, and I exhort you to join in the same song.’ 


4“: ἵγᾳ μὴ θεοχόλωτοι ὦμεν (Disscrt, mm. i. 36). 
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‘If anyone will properly feel this truth, that we are all 
especially born of God, and that God is the father of men 
and gods, I think that such a one will henceforth allow no 
.mean or unworthy thoughts about himself, If Cesar were 
to adopt you, would not your pride be unbearable; and now 
that you are the son of Zeus, will you not be elated?’ 
(Dissert. i. 3, 1). 

Such sayings as these are a specimen of the vein of piety 
which runs through the teachings of Epictetus. In moral 
life, he exhorts to purity, equanimity, and forgiveness of in- 
juries. Ηδ draws a broad line of distinction between things 
im our power and things out of ow power, Within our 
power are the will and our opinion of things ; beyond our 
power, the body, possessions, authority, and fame, The will 
itself nothing can touch; bonds, imprisonment, and death 
itself, do not impair the internal freedom of the will. Lame- 
ness impedes the leg, but not the will. True wisdom and 
happiness consist in placing all one’s thoughts and hopes on 
things within our power—that is to say, on the will itself 
and the internal consciousness. This attitude will render 
happiness impregnable, for the wise man will enter no con- 
test save where he is sure of the victory. 

In an exaltation of the will, and in thus withdrawing 
into its precinets, the Stoicism of Epictetus declares itself. 
‘To some extent he provided an objective side for his thought, 
by the pious and theological reflections which he introduced 
into his philosophy. But they were not sufficiently made to 
pervade his whole system, and with regard to the question 
of immortality he contented himself, as far as we know, with 
certain brief remarks, implying the utter resolution of per= 
sonality after death. ‘Come, he says,‘ but whither ?—to 
nothing dreadful, but only to what is near and dear to thee, 
to the elements whence thou hast sprung” (Diss. 11. xiii, 
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14). ‘This is death, a mighty change, not into the non- 
existent, but into what is now non-existent. “Shall 7 then 
not exist?” No, thou wilt not exist, but something else of 
which the universe has need’ (Diss. 11. xxiv.94). While 
placing the will in our own power, Epictetus at the same 
time adopted an entirely necessarian scheme. He followed 
Plato in making vice the result. of ignorance, and he con- 
sidered that men differed from brutes, not in freedom, but 
only in consciousness (Diss. 11. viii. 4). 

The same spirit as that of Epictetus the slave expresses 
iteelf in Marcus Aurelius the emperor, whose thoughts have 
come down to us in the shape of a monologue in twelve books. 
These two last great Stoical writers appear both to have béen 
influenced by Neo-Platonic views, for which Stoicism, on 
its spiritual side, had a considerable affinity. The weakness 
of humanity is a leading idea with M. Aurelius. 

ΟΥ̓ human life,’ he says (ii. 17), ‘ the duration is a point ; 
the substance is fleeting; the perception is dim; the fabric 
of the body is corruptible, the soul is an idle whirling; for- 
tune is inscrutable, and fame beyond our judgment. In short, 
all that there is of the body is a stream, and all that there is 
of the soul is a dream and a smoke. Life is a war, and a 
lodging in a strange country ; the name that we leave behind 
us ig forgetfulness. What is there, then, that can conduct 
us? Philosophy alone. .... Oh, my soul! wilt thou ever be 
good, and simple, and one, and naked, and more transparent 
than the body which clothes thee? Wilt thou ever be full 
and without a want, desiring nothing, hankering after no- 
thing, whether animate or inanimate, for the enjoyment of 
pleasure, but content with thy present condition?’ (x. 1.) 

Such are the mystical ecstasies into which Antoninus 
rises in communing with himself. With these, honest self- 
examinations and humility of feeling are often-combined, and 
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Of the philosophy of the Emperor we need not add anything © 
ον ποσοῖς eka apnmmameener ere him ** 

the same psychological division of man into body, soul, and 

ΕΒ ἘΞ ed als’ ean employed ‘by Sty Pant. We may take 

our leave of the monologue of Antoninus by quoting from it 

his feeling about the Christian martyrs. ‘The soul,’ he says, 

‘when it must depart from the body, should be ready to be 

extinguished, to be dispersed, or to subsist a while longer 

with the body. But this readiness must proceed from its own 

judgment, and not from mere obstinacy, as with the Chris- 

tians; it must be arrived at with reflection and dignity, so 

that you eould even convince another without declama- 

tion’ (xi. 3). 

In Marcus Aurelius we appear at first sight to have the 
desire of Plato fulfilled. We see a philosopher on the throne. — 
But even absolute power does not give influence or sway. 
Plato wished the whole State to bend and turn under the 
control of omnipotent wisdom, as the limbs of a man would 
follow the impulses of his mind. But very far was Mareus — 
Aurelius from being gifted with that sort of electrie force 
which could put itself ont and transform the world, even if — 
the Roman empire were not too huge and too corrupt for such 
a process, Philosophy in general must be considered as some~ _ | 
thing incapable of coming immediately into contact with 
polities and practical life, and the Philosophy of Antoninus — 
consisted peculiarly in a withdrawal from the world, in self 
examination, moral progress, and thoughts about God. | While 
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"Onl ποτε τοῦτό εἶμι σαρκία ἐστὶ | Panl, Theseal, 1, ¥, 23, Τὸ rete 
καὶ πνευμάτιον καὶ τὸ ἡγεμονικόν (ii. 3). καὶ ἡ ψυχὴ καὶ τὸ σῶμα, The π' 
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the Emperor was thus busied more with his own soul than 
with penetrating State reforms, the world enjoyed a halcyon 
time, The ruler was mild, just, and forgiving; he had only 
one deficiency, but that the greatest which could possibly 
attach to him, namely, an utter want of insight into charac- 
ter. The sole exception to his clemency was that, excited 
probably by the narrow malignance of his fellow Stoics—he 
condescended to persecute the Christians. The adoration of 
the people showed how much the gentleness of Marcus Au- 
relius was appreciated,—but it is not the mild monarchs 
who leave permanent blessings to their country. Among his 
most public tastes seems to have been a fondness for juris- 
prudence; he produced several volumes of Constitutions. 
This province of industry was the one most attractive of the 
day. In the absence of literature, Roman jurisprudence is 
the one great and lasting product of the age of the Antonines. 

And now a word must be said upon an often mooted and 
never thoroughly discussed subject—the influence of the 
Stoic philosophy upon Roman law. Acquaintance with 
Grecian philosophy in general began at Rome contempo- 
raneously with a change in the laws. The first epoch of 
Roman law was an epoch of rigid forms, and a narrow but 
coherent system, exclusively adapted to Roman citizens. Com- 
merce and conquest made it necessary that law should widen 
so as to embrace the inhabitants of the Italian States. Hence 
the growth of the pretor’s adjudicating power. By degrees 
the decisions of the pretors in regard to the hitherto oyer- 
exclusive laws of property, and the rights of persons born out 
of the Roman city, grew up into a body of equity by the side 
of the civil law. This body of equity, which was framed on 
the principles of natural reason, of course reflected the highest 
general enlightenment and the most cultivated ideas of the 
jurisconsults of the day. We have already seen that during 
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the first and second centuries B.c. the most eminent Romans 
attached themselves to the direct study of Greek philosophy. 
‘To the list of the disciples of the Stoics we may add some 
names more immediately connected with jurisprudence. Q. 
Mutius Seevola (as well as Q. Aélins Tubero) appears to have 
been among the hearers of Panetius. Ὁ, Aquilius Gallus 
and Lucilius Balbus, distinguished jurisconsults of the time 
of Cicero, studied again under Scavola; and Balbus, whoin 
Cicero’s De Natura Deorwm is made the expositor of the 
Stoical view, was teacher of Servius Sulpicius. Equity at- 
tained in the eyes of such persons an immense preference 
over the civil law. To this tendency of opinions Cicero gave 
a great stimulus, maintaining, as he did always, that justice 
must be based on humanity and reason, and ‘that the souree 
and tule of right were not to be sought in the laws of the 
Twelve Tables, but inthe depths of the human ® intelligence.” 
Now, if we wish to form sn idea to ourselves of the sort of 
way in which philosophy at Rome influenced jurisprudence, 
we may think of the philosophy of Cicero, that is, a philo- 
sophy not exclusively Stoical, but eclectic, practical, and 
human. Even the philosophers of the Stoic school them- 
selyes were by this time, as we have seen, all eclectic. Much 
more, then, would the lawyers avoid any rigid adherence to 
one set of formule; they would be sure to accept ἃ certain 
mixture and modification of views. A number of humane 
and enlightened principles were now diffused, and it is per- 
haps true that the most noble of these ideas were due primarily 
to Stoicism—as, for instance, the cosmopolitan thought, that 
the world is our State, and that mankind are of one race, 
being all the children of God, But it is true also that the 
general course of history had tended to Scotter aia Cea 
oon and other ideas which Stoicism forcibly 
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In the growth, then, of the Roman ‘ Jus Gentiom,’ and in 
the amelioration and softening of many austere legal usages 
(aa, for instance, the absolute authority of fathers over their 
children), we see not simply and solely the influence of Stoi- 
cism, but of a generally enlightened practical philosophy, 
in which Stoicism was not more than an important element. 
But besides the material alterations which occurred in the 
spirit of the Roman laws, besides the era of the Jus Pra~ 
torium, we must look in another direction—to the era of 
‘codification,’ if we wish to trace philosophical influences. 
An eminent authority maintains that ‘the Stoical philoso- 
phy was to Roman jurisprudence what Benthamism has been 
to English law’—namely, a directing influence that came 
into play in the absence of any absolutely determining causes. 
These two principles of action might be said to be diametri- 
cally opposite to each other ; for Benthamism, which looks to 
utility, commences with the conerete ; while it is the essence 
of Stoicism to take an abstract pointof view. The writings of 
Zeno and Chrysippus on the ‘universal state’ ure lost, so we 
know not its details as conceived. by them, but we may be 
sure that, if Stoicism had had the framing of the laws for the 
Roman empire entrusted to its hands, there would have been 
a logical deduction from the principle of the natural freedom 
and equality of the whole human.race. But, what do we find? 
That slavery, even under Justinian, was mitigated, and not 
abolished; that men of different, ranks. were not equal in the 
sight of the law; that the civil incapacity of women (which 
Zeno, had denied) still remained; that the application of 
cruel punishments, and eyen of torture, were treated by the 
new codes in a way which showed more a respect for existing 
usage and for the old statutes than a disposition to legislate 
synthetically from philosophical principles. ‘Gaius, Ulpian, 
Papinian, and Paulus, appear very timid by the side of 
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Seneca and Epictetus.° Perhaps this belongs of necessity 
to the progress of jurisprudence, that it must not break too 
hastily with the past; but we are obliged, if this view be 
correct, to confine the influence of Stoicism on Roman law 
to the introduction of an idea of form, to the endeavour to 
bring the actual under the scope of certain abstract formule. 
We must not expect to find the logical and systematic 
development of these formule, but rather we must recognise 
a frequent antithesis between abstract principles and the 
details where one might have expected them to be applied. 
And yet again it appears, if we look a little further, that 
the philosophical ideas to which the Jurists appealed, though 
not immediately triumphant over all other considerations in 
the Roman Code, did yet in some cases come into direct 
application; and what is of far more importance, that these 
principles, being enunciated with reverence, were held up for 
the admiration of posterity, and so came to exert an in- 
fluence on the whole bearing of subsequent jurisprudence. 
When we read in the Digest the stately preamble concerning 
the Jus Naturale—which nature has taught all animals, and 
which is prior even to the Jus Gentium prevailing among 
the human race—we are apt to be most struck with the 
abstract and, we might almost say, futile appearance of such 
a principle, followed out afterwards with so little consistency. 
But the idea of the * Law of Nature, enunciated here and 
elsewhere in the Roman Code, being taken up by Grotinus 
and the Continental Jurists, became a leading idea of juris- 
prudence, the characteristic principle of a particular school, 
and the antithesis of Benthamism. What is the meaning of 
this conception, the * Law of Nature,’ and whether it has 


% M, Denis, Histoire des Thories et des Idéee Morales dane PAntiquité, 
vol ii, p. 215, Paris, 1856, 
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‘reality or value as separate from, or opposed to, utility 


and experience, is a matter of keen debate amongst philoso- - 


phical Jurists. It is not the province of the present Essay 
to enter upon this question. That which is our concern we 
may dismiss with only two remarks of recapitulation :—First, 
the idea of the Law of Nature, as introduced into the Roman 
Jaw, was not by any means purely Stoical, but was the result 
of the general growth of ideas in the first century .c., and 
was vividly apprehended by the eclectic and practical Cicero ; 
second, this idea, though subsequently so influential, was not 
by any means uniformly applied in the details of the Corpus 
Juris, 

Whatever fragments of Stoicism were preserved in the 
Roman law descended, no doubt, as a contribution not only 
to modern law, but also to modern morals, In other channels 
the direct connection of our own thoughts with the ancient 
Stoics is hard to trace, because, long before modern thought 
began a separate existence, Stoicism had sunk into the world, 
and had influenced the ideas of men far beyond its own im- 
mediate school. But in acknowledging the influence of 
ancient, civilisation at all, in acknowledging the impress of 
Cicero and Tacitus, and even of the Fathers of the Church, 
we acknowledge to an appreciable extent a debt to Stoicism. 
This, while arising in a form of a Greek philosophy, was at 
the same time a reaction, from a Semitic point of view, against 
the Grecian and the philosophical spirit. Hence its affinity 
to modern feelings. We have seen how it held up the delights 
of an inner life as preferable to all tangible and palpable 


enjoyments, however innocent they might be; we have seen + 


how it drew the mind away from external realities into an 

abstract ideal; how it delighted in the conception of moral 

progress and the triumph of will; how it developed the 

thought of duty and the responsibility of the indi- 
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vidual; how, deserting the restrictions of national politics, 

. it raised itself to conceive of all mankind as one brotherhood, 
each member standing in direct relation to God; finally, we 
have seen how, following its natural tendencies, Stoicism 
became more and more exclusively theological in its views. 
To some extent, then, this doctrine supplied the needs of the 
human soul and the wants of a spiritual religion. Running 
parallel with Christianity, and quite uninfluenced by it, it yet 
exhibited the development of pure, gentle, and unworldly 
thoughts in the mind. It showed us how high it was possible 
for the Pagans to reach, At the same time it bore upon its 
face its own imperfection, its onesidedness, and its unnatural 
and paradoxical character. 


ESSAY VII. 


On the Relation of Aristotle's Ethics to Modern 
Systems. 


was not by means of his Ethical Treatise that Aristotle 

obtained his great and lasting influence over the mind 
of Europe. We have seen how, almost immediately after the 
death of Aristotle, Ethics in Greece were constructed afresh,— 
from a Greek point of view by Epicurus, and in a Semitic 
spirit by Zeno and the Stoics. Henceforth the Platonico- 
Aristotelian moral system may be said to have been super- 
seded. Systems less philosophical and artistic, but which 
responded more directly to the wants of the individual soul, 
now occupied the attention of antiquity. When we come to 
Cicero, who may be regarded as a fair representation of the 
philosophical culture of the first century B.c., we find that he 
knows nothing about Aristotle's Ethics, while he is deeply 
imbued by many of the Stoical writings. Afterwards the 
tribe of professional Sophists increased and multiplied, so 
that Lucian said that ‘it would be easier to fall into a ship 
without touching timber, than to go into any town without 
encountering a Sophist.’ These persons—who were different 
in many ways from their predecessors of the fifth century B.0., 
and of whom Dion Chrysostomus was one of the highest 
specimens—were like modern popular preachers. »=4 
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itinerant, like the mendicant orders of friars. They mixed 
up the sometimes incompatible theories of Plato, Aristotle, 
Zeno, and Epicurus, and compounded out of them a moral 
doctrine for the people. In the meanwhile philosophy 
proper (as it then existed), under the forms of Stoicism or 
Neo-Platonism, was always becoming more and more theolo- 
gical ; and a scientific, but limited, system of ethics, like that 
of Aristotle, which treated Man as the happy citizen of a 
Greek republic, and which excluded all metaphysical and 
theological considerations, can have had no attractions for 
even thoughtful minds under the Roman Empire. ‘Then 
came the inundation of Barbarians, with whose uncultivated 
and instinctive natures a wise and refined philosophy had 
nothing in common. The tale of Christianity appealed to 
their child-like imaginations, and its simple morals to their 
unsophisticated hearts, and throughout the Middle Ages a 
religion inspired with a divine spirit, but whose outward 
materials consisted of a mixture of Jewish with Greco-Latin 
traditions, reigned supreme over men’s minds, Happiness, 
which the philosophers had sought to find in this world in 
the practice of virtue, was postponed to a life to come, and 
Pain became the ideal of man upon earth. But as this ideal 
was insufficient for the conduct of society, primitive Christi- 
anity appropriated to itself the fragments of ancient wisdom 
which had survived the shipwreck, and the teaching of the 
Gospel spread them abroad.’' Thus Aristotle, too, was 
saved from oblivion. Owing, probably, to the labours of 
Andronicus, his works as a collective whole were still in exist- 
ence. At first’ excommunicated as ‘atheistical’ and kept 
aloof by the Church, he was afterwards received and adopted 
for the sake of his method, and then almost incorporated with 
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Christianity. His Greek and philosophical point of view was — 
utterly ignored, but his words were used to set forth the 
ideas of ecclesiastics and schoolmen, and his peculiar for- 
mule—logical, metaphysical, and ethical—became stamped 
to a remarkable extent upon the language of the world. But 
it must not be supposed that Aristotle, even in any sense, 
was read and known throughout the Middle Ages. For some 
centuries it appears that only the Categories and the treatise 
On Interpretation (neither of them, probably, genuine works 
of Aristotle) were studied by the schoolmen, and these only 
in the Latin translations of Boéthius; and yet these two 
treatises were the sole armoury from which the Nominalists 
had to fight the Realists. Afterwards the Arabian Averroes 
(1120-1198 a.p.) introduced a richer knowledge of Aristotle, 
through Spain, into Europe; and then, after the Crusades 
(1270), western Christendom obtained translations of all 
the works of Aristotle,’ partly from Arabian copies in 
Spain, partly from Greek originals which the Crusaders 
brought with them from Constantinople, or other Greek 
cities. The first of the works translated at this time into 
Latin by a western writer seems to have been the Ethics,— 
translated by Hermannus Alemannus at Toledo, in Spain. 
Afterwards the Ethics were commented on by St. Thomas 
Aquinas, and with this commentary Dante appears to have 


3 In the years 1260-70, Thomas 
Aquinas prepared, through the instru~ 
mentality of tho monk Wilhelm of 
Moerbecke, his new Latin translation 
of the works of Aristotle after Grook 
originals, This goes by the name of 
the Vetus Transfatio, and its verbal 
fccuracy is considered to place it on 
# level with the best MSS (Stabr, in 
Smith's Diet. of Greek and Roman 
Biog,), The Vetus Translatio is full 


of a strange Latinity, which arises 
out of αὶ transliteration, often ineor- 
reetly made, of Greek words into the 
Roman charactor. Thus we find 
*chaymus’ as the translation of 
χαῦνος, ‘epyichia’ of ἐπιείκεια, " mi- 
chrochindinus’ of μικροκίνδυνος, ὅτο. 
And modisvalisms occur occasionally, 
such os tho word ‘costa’ for a side 
instead of * latus.’ 
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been acquainted. If one turns it over, one is struck by the 
straightforward manner in which it is composed; its only 
object seems to be to convey exactly what Aristotle said, 
especially by the enucleation of his arguments. Occasionally, 
however, it introduces a word or two for the sake of recon- 
ciling Aristotle with the doctrine of the Church. For 
instance, when Aristotle says (Zth, 1. x. 2) that ‘it is absurd 
to speak of a man being happy after he is dead,’ Aquinas 
observes, ‘ Est notandum, quod Philosophus non loquitur hic 
de felicitate future vitw, sed de felicitate presentis vite, 
utrum attribui possit homini dum vivit vel solum in morte.’ 
And when Aristotle denies (Zth. x. viii. 7) that moral virtue 
cannot be attributed to the gods, Aquinas explains ‘ Diis, id 
est substantiis separatis,—substantiis superioribus,’ thus 
softening Greek polytheism into the doctrine of Angels. But 
there can be no doubt that to some extent Aristotle exercised 
_a secularising and pagan influence upon the churchmen who 
studied him so laboriously. He was now recognised as the 
great Encyclopmdist, as the ‘ Master of those that know,’ as 
the strongest of the ancients, to whom Socrates and Plato and 
the rest must look up? For such a position Aristotle had 
unconsciously laid himself out by setting himself ‘to philoso- 
phise upon every department of knowledge, and not to regard 
mere practical utility, but as far as possible to leave nothing 
unexplored,’ And yet ‘could he have re-appeared among 
later generations, he would have been the first to repudiate 
the servility of his followers, the first to point out the 
inanity of Scholasticism.’® He would have justly complained 


* Dante, Inferno, Canto iv, 131. Quivi vid’ io ὁ Soorate 6 Platone, 
‘Vidi it ai che dea, Che se! agli altri pin presso gli 
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of the prolonged monopoly of study and the undue preiomi- 
Mance given to his Logical treatises, which he had intendei 
to be mere prolegomena to the great body of knowledge. 
He would have complained that so much which he had left 
unfinished and arrested by his death, should be regarded as 
complete and final, to the repression of all further enquiry. 
When the revival of learning came, he ‘ would have been the 
first to welcome and extend the new discoveries, and to have 
sided with Galileo and Bacon against the Aristotelians. * 
The Ethics of Aristotle do not appear at any period of 
the Middle Ages to have held a foremost place in the consi- 
deration of men; with this treatise Aristotle was not pri- 
marily identified, either for praise or blame. And thus the 
reaction made by Ramus and others against the garbled 
philosophy of the Aristotelians was an attack against their 
method in physica, and not against their ethical doctrines. 
Patricius, writing in 1580 a.p., gives a list of the works of 
Aristotle lectured on in the Italian schools.” In this list 
neither the Ethics nor Politics are included. The works 
enumerated as constituting a four years’ curriculum of 
study are the Predicables (by Porphyry), the Categories, On 
Interpretation, a few chapters of the Prior and Posterior 
Analytics, 4 books of the Physical Discuuree, 2 books of . 
the treatise On the Heaven, 2 of that On Generation and 
Corruption, the whole of the work On the Soul, and the 4 
most important books of Metaphysics. Patricius speaks of 
this as if it had been a curriculum intended for medical 
students, to qualify them for their profession as soon as 
possible. If so, it is curious that the treatise On the Parts 
of Animale and that On the Generation of Animals 


* Lewes, Aristotle, p. 382. 
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should not have been studied. Rather, this looks like a 
scheme for general liberal education, and what we have to 
notice is, that the Ethics should not have been admitted 
into it. 

The Renaissance and the Reformation gave rise to a 
fresh start in philosophy, which commenced anew in Des- 
cartes and Bacon, with two divergent but highly fruitful and 
important tendencies. Ethics also were opened afresh, quite 
independently of ancient systems, but still bearing traces of 
the ten centuries of Theology which had brooded over 
Europe. Two great conceptions, both of them Semitic in 
character, Theology had bequeathed to Ethics,—the concep- 
tions, namely, of the will of God and of the will of Man. 
And the first speculative ethical systems of modern times, as 
conceived by Spinoza and Leibnitz, essayed to fix the rela- 
tion to each other of these two conceptions by the attain- 
ment of a higher point of view from which they might be 
reconciled. The question of Free-will and Necessity was now 
the natural ἀρχὴ for Ethical science. And this consideration 
alone would be enough to show how much Aristotle’s system 
had been left behind, how little it would suffice to meet the 
exigencies of modern thought. Neither to the Theological 
question, How is the freedom of the will compatible with 
the omnipotence of God? nor to the Metaphysical question, 
How is the independence of the will reconcilable with the 
unalterable sequence of cause and effect in nature? do 
Aristotle's Zthics attempt any answer. It is not merely that: 
the treatise takes a " political’ point of .view, and defers all 
metaphysical and theological questions. Aristotle argues 
against the Platonic view that vice, being ignorance, is in- 
voluntary. But he does so (#th. 11. v. 2~6) on the assump- 
tion that virtue is voluntary, and with the practical postulate 
that man is the originator of his own actions. The real 
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thing is, that the question of Free-will and Necessity, as it 
came up in modern times, had not forced itself upon 
Aristotle. 

A second question, which differentiates modern systems 
from the Ethics of Aristotle, is the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries’ question of the ground of action, Why 
am I obliged to do this rather than that? To which in 
England there came various answers from Hobbes, Cudworth, 
Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Butler, Mandeville, Adam Smith, 
Hume, and Paley ; some of whom placed the ground of action 
in enlightened selfishness, or utility, with or without religious 
sanctions added, and others in an authoritative internal prin- 
ciple, the dictates of conscience, or an intuitive moral sense ; 
while Kant, afterwards taking up the question, rejected, as 
unworthy, all external motives and inducements to right 
action, and endeavoured to reduce all to the idea of duty, as 
an ἃ priori law of the will. On this point the utterances 
of Aristotle were simpler than those of the modern writers 
above mentioned, He took a broad view of man, as a 
creature in the Universe, and asked what is the chief good 
for man, and how is it attainable? And he answered that the 
chief good consists in the sense of vital action in accordance 
with the law of man’s being (ἐνέργεια ψυχῆς κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν 
ἀρετήν); that this is only permanently attainable by the for- 
tation of habits; and that habits, or formed states, arise out 
of acts. On the inducements to particular acts he speaks 
only incidentally. He says (th. ut. i. 11) that the beauty 
of an act may put us under a sort. of compulsion to do it; 
that we have an intuitive sense of moral beauty (αἰσθητικὴ 
μεσότης, see above p. 256); that we have a general wish for 
the good (th, 1. iv. 4) which furnishes the idea of the end 
to be aimed at in action, and that it is only a very foolish 
person (κομιδῇ ἀναισθήτου, Eth. ut. y. 12), who does not ta 
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the right means to this, or who forgets that a single bad act 
tends to the formation of a bad habit. All this absorbs the 
Right in the Beautiful and the Good, and refers everything 
in life to the law of man’s being; it is a great and simple 
theory. Yet still the conception of the Right is deeper than 
that of the Beautiful and the Good. It springs perhaps 
from a Semitic source, and with its cognate conceptions of 
Duty and Obligation, it predominates over the ethical systems 
of modern times, which are thus strongly distinguished in 
character from a Greek system of the fourth century 1.0, 
The Ethies of modern Europe are far more psychological 
than those of Aristotle. They start with the possession of a 
mass of long-inherited distinctions, the foundations of some of 
which had been laid by Aristotle. He it was who, following 
out the suggestions of Plato, gave the first impulse to psy- 
chology by his division of the soul into rational, irrational, 
or semi-rational (μετέχον λόγου) elements; by another 
division of mental phenomena into δυνάμεις, πάθη, and 
tas; by the distinction of different forms of the voluntary 
into βούλησιϑ, BovAsvors, and προαίρεσις ; and by separating 
the two spheres of the practical and the speculative reason. 
But these various analyses of the mind were thrown out in a 
somewhat cursory manner; they were not laid down as the 
basis of ethical science, whereas a modern writer, like 
Dugald Stewart—whose Philosophy of the Active and Moral 
Powers of Man might be taken as the representative of a 
large class of modern systems—considers the analysis of the 
‘active propensities’ in men to be the ‘only way in which 
the light of nature enables us to form any reasonable econ- 
clusions concerning the ends and destination of our being, 
and the purposes for which we were sent into the world.’ 
Dugald Stewart thus makes it the object of ethies to learn 
the designs of God in placing man in the world,—which is 


“THE MODERN IDEA OF “CONSCIENCE,”  δ0 
considerably different from Aristotle's enquiry into the té\os 
for man (see above, page 222),—and he make the means to 
this to consist in a psychological classification of man’s 
powers and propensities. Aristotle only goes so far in the same 
direction as to say that the chief good for man must be found 
in the employment of that faculty which is highest in man, 
but it is hardly by psychology that he arrives at the conclu- 
sion that Reason is the highest faculty in us. This is rather 
a metaphysical datwm,—Reason being, according to Aris- 
totle’s general philosophy, ‘the only divine thing in the 
world.’ For the rest, Aristotle does not obtain his lists of 
the Virtnes from a classification of man’s ‘appetites,’ 
* desires,’ ‘ affections, and the like; he accepts ready-made 
the cardinal and subordinate virtues recognised by Greek 
society. And in the same way he accepts the idea of Friend- 
ship, as current in his times, without basing iton any special 
need or tendency to be found by a partition of the mind. 
The most striking ethical term of modern days is the 
term ‘Conscience.’ This term, which owed its first origin and 
eurrency to the thoughts and expressions of the Stoics and 
St. Paul, naturally assumed a great prominence and import- 
ance in the history of the Church, especially owing to the 
practice of the Confessional. Then arose the conflict of 
different obligations with regard to the same act, and hence 
* cases of Conscience,’ and ‘ Casuistry,’ the science of dealing 
with such cases, The Jesuits especially applied themselves 
to this science ; they compiled great systems of Casuistry to 
meet every conceivable question as to moral, or rather 
religious, obligation, and these systems for the time being 
usurped the place of ethical science. Aristotle had no one 
word to express what we mean by ‘ Conscience ;’ his moral 
psychology had not advanced so far as this; the idea of the 
‘relief of conscience’ by confession, or otherwise, being 
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Greek, would have been alien from his modes of thought. He 
describes, indeed, in graphic terms the self-reproach and un- 
happiness of a man who has yielded te temptation, and who 
“could have wished that those pleasures had not happened to 
him’ (Zth. 1x. iv. 10), but this description is given in simple 
and concrete form, and Aristotle does not make an abstraction 
of the Conscience. His ἀπορίαι or difficult’ questions on 
different points of morals have sometimes the appearance 
of questions in Casuistry (cf, Mth. 1x. i-iii.), but in 
reality they stand on the same footing with ἀπορίαι in all 
other, sciences; they are a mode of testing some general defi- 
nition by bringing forward apparent exceptions to it; they 
are merely an intellectual instrument for obtaining clearness 
of conception. 

Ethics in the modern world have tended, ever and anon, 
more and more to free themselves from Theology. Of late, 
not content with the analysis of man’s nature as it is, they 
have entered upon the speculative question, How has man’s 
moral nature come to be what it is? This is the enquiry of 
certain Schools which commence by denying the reality of 
any ἃ priori ideas in Morals or in any other subject. This 
being assumed, a genesis for each moral idea must be sought 
in experience; it must be shown how mankind out of mere 
animal instincts of self-preservation and desire for pleasure 
slowly built up the ideas of Justice, Purity, Truth, Benevo~ 
lence, Modesty, the Right, and all kindred notions, Many 
of these ideas are, it is true, as old as the history of mankind, 
and some philosophers go so far as to assert generally that 
moral ideas admit of no advance, The late Mr. Buckle, who 
took this view, gladly quotes* Sir James Mackintosh as 
saying * Morality admits of no discoveries. . . . More than 


* History of Civilisation in England, vol. i. p. 180, note (ed, of 1868). 


wa 


βὰν evident that no improvements have been made in 
practical morality. The facts which lead to the formation of 
moral rules are as accessible, and must be as obvious, to the 
simplest barbarian as to the most enlightened philosopher.’ 
But these remarks inyolve a great exaggeration; instead of 
its being true that ‘no improvements have been made in 
practical morality,’ it is far rather ‘evident’ that morality 
improves and must improve with the growth of knowledge 
and other civilisation. To trace, as far as possible, the for- 
mation and growth of moral ideas, is a most legitimate 
enquiry. And contemporary writers, with the view of 

throwing light on this subject, have brought together many 

curions facts from the traditions of early society and from 

the customs observed to exist among savage peoples who are 
still in an infantile condition. Such investigations are an 
endeavour to account for the actual ‘content’ of man’s moral 
nature, to explain how the otherwise blank formulm of morality 
have come to be filled up in a particular way. It is another, 
and still more speculative, endeavour to go on and ask, What 
isthe genesis of the moral faculties themselves? In answer 
to this we have the-famous ‘ Evolution theory’ of the present 
day, which points to hereditary habits and tendencies in the 
nervous and cerebral organisations of animals, and argues 
that the moral nature of modern civilised man is but the 
complex result of a long series of these hereditary transmis- 
sions,—the habit or tendency, so transmitted, having been in 
each case the result of some experience of life. And thus, by 
going back from the complex present to the simple past, we 


382 ESSAY VII. 


arrive at the early ancestry of man's moral nature in the 
* Aseidians’ of Mr. Darwin, or in some portion of matter 
possessing the power of contractility. In this speculation ce 
n'est que le premier pas qui cotite. Man's moral nature has 
its basis in Reason, and if it can be conceived that Reason 
has grown out of Matter, without having originally existed 
in Matter or in relation to Matter, then Mr, Darwin's theory 
of the genesis of man’s moral nature may be received ;— 
it is, in fact, nearly identical with that of Democritus, 
Epieurus, and Lucretius in old times, though, up toa certain 
point, better supported than theirs by observations and 

Aristotle’s Ethics, and indeed his philosophy in general, 
are left far in the background by these recent systems. In 
comparison with all modern scientific accounts of the deve- 
lopment of this Earth and of Man, Aristotle’s views are of no 
value. He repudiated the theory of Democritus, and believed 
in the eternity of the world, the same as a whole, and pretty 
much the same in its parts, during an infinite past. He 
admitted a certain progress and development in human 
societies, and even accepted a strange theory thrown out by 
Plato (Lawa, 677 A.) that the human race had periodically 
been destroyed by floods, all but a few individuals, who had 
in each case the task of beginning civilisation anew (see 
above, page 288). But he considered that the possession of 
Reason by the individuals who were left, would always insure 
the fresh perfecting of art and science, for in Reason every- 
thing is included. To say that Reason could be developed 
out of Matter, would have seemed to Aristotle a contradiction 
in terms. Reason was with him the absolute antithesis to 
Matter, He thought that in man the Reason was in no way 
connected with his physical organisation,—that it was * some- 
thing of the nature of God, which came into him from 
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without.’® While admitting that Reason in the individual 
is of the nature of a potentiality ever and anon evoked into 
actuality, and then again subsiding (see above, page 250), 
Reason in the Universe was figured by him as ἐνέργεια ἄνευ 
δυνάμεως, as that which never is, nor ever could have been, in 
abeyance. When all has been said and done by the great 
physical investigators of the present day, they will still have 
to settle with Aristotle this metaphysical question: Can 
Reason be conceived as a mere result growing out of the 
blind and accidental changes of Matter, or must Reason be 
regarded as a pre-existing and absolutely necessary con- 
dition to the historical development of the material and 
intellectual world ? 

There is one other phase of Modern Ethies which may be 
mentioned in comparison, or rather contrast, with the system 
of Aristotle, namely, the modes of thinking, now pretty 
widely spread, which have arisen out of, or have an affinity 
to, Comte’s Religion of Humanity. These modes of thought 
have a negative side, being founded on atheism, and they 
have also a constructive side, in so far as they endeayour to 
supply other considerations which may fill up the vacuum 
caused by the negation of God and of a future life. The 
following sentences may serve to give a specimen of the 
results arrived at:—* All moral action arises from the indi- 
vidual’s acting in consonance with the idea of his kind. To 
realise this, in the first place, and to bring himself as an in- 
dividual, into abiding concord with the idea and destiny of 
mankind, is the essence of the duties which man owes to him- 
self, But in the second place, to practically recognise and 
promote in all other individuals also this permanently en- 
during kind, is the essence of our duties to others.’ Obliga- 
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tions of gratitude are specified to the Family, and then to the 
State: ‘ From the nation we have received our language and 
the entire culture connected with language and literature ; 
national habits are also the basis of family life ; to the nation 
we must be ready to consecrate our best energies—if need be, 
our lives. But we must recognise our own nation to be but 
one member of the body of humanity, of which we must not 
wish any other member, any other nation, to be mutilated, or 
stunted; as humanity can only flourish as a whole in the 
harmonious development of all her members; as again, her 
stamp is to be recognised and respected in every single indi- 
vidual, to whatever nation he may belong.’ ‘ Ever remember 
that thou art human, not merely a natural production ; ever 
remember that all others are human also, and, with all indi- 
vidual differences, the same as thou, having the same needs 
and claims as thyself: this is the sum and substance of 
morality.’ Then follow duties of man to Nature: ‘Man is 
labouring in his own special vocation, if not one of Nature's 
ereatures appears to him too insignificant for the investiga- 
tion of its structure and habits, but neither any star too 
remote to be drawn within the sphere of its observation for 
the calculation of its motions and its course.’ Finally man’s 
duties to the brute creation are indicated, “ He knows that 
the animal is as much a sentient being as himself.’ He will 
spare the sufferings of animals, in their necessary deaths, as 
much as possible and render their service as tolerable 
as possible. ‘The manner in which a nation in the 
aggregate treats animals is one chief measure of its real civi- 
lisation.’'° All this, and much more of the same kind, if 
we can forget its negative and atheistical origin, and treat it 
merely as a system of Ethics entirely divorced from Theology, 
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is in itself sufficiently noble. It inculcates the principles of 
self-sacrifice, love of one’s neighbour, persistent effort for the 
good of society, striving after knowledge of all kinds, ten- 
derness to all, even to the dumb animals. The Comtist 
morality, to a somewhat striking extent, resembles Budd- 
hism, which also seems to have consisted in the union of 
positivist views regarding God, with a tender sympathy for 
mankind and the animals. But the resemblance is ac- 
cidental, as there is no trace of Comte having copied the 
doctrines of Buddha. On the other hand, the best features of 
the Comtist morality cannot claim to be original. What is 
there in the doctrine of our duties to ‘ humanity,’ which cannot 
be found first in Stoicism, and afterwards, in a simpler and 
sweeter form, in Christianity itself? Aristotle’s Hthice 
therefore exhibit the same contrast to the morality of Comte 
as they do to that of Stoicism or of the Gospel. First, in 
the Grecian narrowness of their view, since the idea of | 
the brotherhood of mankind had not dawned on Aristotle; 
to him Greek and Barbarian, Bond and Free, were in perpe- 
tual antithesis. Secondly, in their upholding the institution 
of Slavery as a matter of theory. Practically, indeed, 
Stoicism only served to mitigate, without abolishing, 
Slavery. And Christianity had existed for more than eigh- 
teen centuries in the world before any serious effort was made 
to abolish the Slavery of inferior races. But this was only 
a failure of carrying out the spirit and principles of 
Stoicism and Christianity. On the other hand, Aristotle 
supported the institution of Slavery in deliberate theory. 
Some thinkers of his age had considered slavery to be a mere 
institution of custom (νόμῳ), and unjust and unnatural, 
because based on no difference of nature between the master 
and the slave." But Aristotle maintained on the contrary 
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that part of mankind are by nature slaves, being only fitted 
to be under control, not having a law of reason (λόγον) in 
themselves, and only sharing in it, so far as to be able to 
understand it when emunciated.'* And hence he deduced the 
detestable doctrine that it is justifiable to make war for the 
purpose of reducing to slavery those who, having been 
by nature intended to besubject, refuse to be s0."* Domestic 
slavery in Athens was probably mild, and the lot of an 
Athenian slave may have been far better than that of many 
a free labourer in modern times. But the question is one of 
theory :—Aristotle plainly denied the rights of humanity to 
a slave. He said, ‘you cannot conceive a slave sharing in 
Happiness, any more than in a career in the State’ (Hth. x. 
vi. 8). 
Perhaps enough has been said to indicate the differ- 
ences of point of view, which separate Aristotle from all 
_ modern systems. One difference is that between the Hel- 
lenic and the Semitie spirit; between a simple, joyous, 
and artistic theory of life, which points out how the Beau- 
tiful is attainable in action, and a Happiness ‘ more than 
mortal’ in philosophic contemplation,—and a mode of 
thought which removes Happiness to a region beyond the 
grave, makes this life a mere means to the attainment of a 
better life hereafter, and, so far as this world goes, raises 
Selgabnegation and Pain into objects to be chosen for their 
owp sakes, Again, all the differences have to be taken into 
account which divide a system only contemplating a small 
Greek republic, and reflecting many of its peculiarities, from 
the wider views and changed circumstances of the modern 
world. The progress of Psychology and its abstractions, 
deepened by religion and religious morality, is another 
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matter in which Aristotle is left behind. The conception of 
the development of the Earth and of Man to which Palwon- 
tology and other sciences have given rise, is of purely modern 
origin, and influences to some extent even the theory of 
Morals. Lastly, the bold materialism of the last few years 
offers conclusions utterly irreconcilable with the philosophy 
of Aristotle. 

_Many of Aristotle’s peculiar terms and phrases still live 
in ethical phraseology, having been perpetuated in modern 
language by the schoolmen. But they have for the most 
part lost their original philosophic import, and are used to 
express ideas quite ont of the Aristotelian context. ‘Habits’ 
is no doubt only the Latinised form of ἕξεις, but the meaning 
which attached to ἕξιν does ποῦ remain pure in ‘ habit,’ which, 
as it is generally used, rather implies ἔθος, i.e. that process 
by whicha és is formed. The ‘ passions’ with us, though a 
translation of πάθη, do not quite correspond with them, 
they more nearly answer to the ἐπιθυμίαι of Aristotle. 
* Motive’ is properly the ‘ efficient canse’ (ὅθεν ἡ κίνησι5), 
but applying it to action we use it invariably for the ‘final 
cause’ (οὗ ἕνεκα) which was Aristotle's term for the motive 
of an action, ‘Principle, as above mentioned (p. 269), 
corresponds with the ἀρχή of the practical syllogism, but 
according to the Peripatetic system this major premiss con- 
tained an idea of the good, while our ‘ principle’ is meant to 
imply an idea of the right. ‘Energy, though identical in 
form with ἐνέργεια, has quite lost all notion of a contrast 
and correlation with δύναμις or potentiality, and implies 
merely the existence of physieal or moral foree, In saying 
‘extremes meet,’ we forget the philosophical antithesis 
between the extremes and the mean, and all which that 
‘mean’ originally implied. In translating Aristotle's ἠθικὴ 
ἀρετή by the terms ‘moral virtue’ we omit to notice how 
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much all these associations connected with the individual 
will, which go to make up our conception of ‘moral,’ were 
wanting in Aristotle's ἠθικὴ ἀρετή, while this, strictly 
speaking, might perhaps be better represented by the words 
* excellence of the character ;’ and, as has been already made 
apparent, in speaking of ‘the end of man,’ we substitute a 
religious for a philosophical association. The above-men- 
tioned terms, however, have all a direct affinity to, and a 
lineal descent from, the system of Aristotle. They have 
only suffered that. degree of change to which all language is 
liable, and which so many ancient words have undergone in 
their transition to modern use. Modern terms of this deri- 
vative character present, for the most part, two character- 
istics, as contrasted with their antique originals. In the first 
place, they are more definite, In the second place, they are 
less philosophic. The philosophy, however, that once sur- 
rounded them and formed their proper context, in ebbing 
away from them has really sunk into the general thought of 
the world and become absorbed in it. If ‘energy’ no longer 
represents ἐνέργεια, ‘actuality’ and many other forms of 
thought contain and reproduce all that was philosophical in 
the original word. If ὁ habit’ is not exactly ἕξιν, the ‘ law of 
habits’ isa received doctrine in all practical Ethics. And so 
in a variety of ways Aristotle has influenced modern forms of 
expression. 

But in the matter of morals the world has clearly out- 
grown the Ethics of Aristotle. And so, in a utilitarian age, 
the question may be raised, Why, then, should this treatise 
be any longer studied? To this, perhaps, dozens of answers 
might be offered, but we may content ourselves with a few. 
It might suffice to say in the words of a recent writer, 
‘nothing which has ever interested living men and women 
can wholly lose its vitality—no language they have spoken, 
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no oracle by which they have hushed their voices, no dream 
which has once been entertained by actual human minds, 
nothing about which they have ever been passionate, or ex- 
pended time and zeal.’* But, if this answer be deemed 
inadequate by the utilitarian, then let him believe that the 
study of Aristotle is an essential part of high cultivation. 
If cultivation consists primarily in an acquaintance with the 
thoughts and words of the greatest writers of the world, 
Aristotle undoubtedly is one of those greatest writers. Again, 
cultivation consists in a knowledge of the past, for without 
this knowledge we cannot understand the present. And, in 
tracing the progress of the thought of Europe a knowledge 
of Aristotle is an essential ingredient. As a training for 
youthful minds the Ethics, Politics, Rhetoric, and Art of 
Poetry of Aristotle are found by experience to havea peculiar 
value. The rich knowledge of life and human nature (the 
same in all ages) which they contain, their method of ex- 
haustive classification, and their manly handling of all 
questions which arise, render these works a suitable prope- 
deutik for many careers in life. And the late Dr. Arnold of 
Rugby " used to set especial store on these studies as a main 
part of the curriculum of the University of Oxford. But 
again, if, apart from general education, a man would wish to 
form himself to be a philosopher, he can hardly dispense with 
a knowledge of the ancient systems, of which Aristotle is the 
culmination,—the want of this knowledge is a deficiency and 
the source ofa certain weakness in some of the most eminent 
English philosophers of the present day. Finally, it may cer- 
tainly be good for us all, as a supplement to, and sometimes 
as a corrective of, our ordinary modes of thought, to imbibe a 


"4 Studies in the History of the " The Life and Correspondence of 
Renaissance, by W. H. Pater, &c. Thomas Arnold, D.D., by Doan Stan- 
(London, 1873), p. 38. ley, vol. ii. letter 274. 
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portion of the Hellenic spirit and to endeavour to infuse it 
into our daily lite. And there are three great ideas, all too 
much negleeted by the modern world, which we may learn 
from the Ethics of Aristotle to restore to their proper im- 
portance; and these are—the Beauty attainable in action, 
the high pleasure attainable in Philosophy, and the value 
and grandeur of a noble Friendship. 
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On the Ethical Method of Aristotle. 


OME notice of Aristotle’s Ethical method seems necessary 
for completeness ;—it is a subject too long for a note and 
too short for an Essay, and may be briefly despatched here. 
Incidentally we have already alluded to several characteristics 
of his point of view. And in the last resort a philosopher’s 
method, whatever be the subject or science, depends on the 
whole bearing of his mind and thought. With regard to 
Ethics, we may first observe, that while Aristotle seems to 
occupy himself much with the logic of the science, and the 
question, What is its appropriate method ? he is quite tenta- 
tive and uncertain, and to some extent confused, in all he 
directly answers to this question. In the second place, we 
may notice that his method unconsciously declares itself, not 
in the abstract but in the concrete, throughout the pages of 
his treatise. 

At the very outset of his work, in the first seven chapters, 
he has no less than three digressions on the logic of Ethics. 
In the first (Hth. 1. iii. 1-4), he cautions his readers against 
expecting too much ἀκρίβεια in the present science. This 
term ἀκρίβεια (see the notes on Hth.1. vii. 18) seems to 
imply both mathematical exactness, and also metaphysical 
subtlety. The Ethical treatise of Spinoza might be said to 


eas toca Kant’s system, without aiming ata 
mathematical method, might be called ἀκριβήν, on account, of 
its speculative depth of view. The question then is, of how 
tuch ἀκίβεια is this ‘branch of Polities’ (πολιτική tus) 
capable? Aristotle tells us, that ‘the matters of which it 
treats—virtue and justice—have so much about them that is 
fluctuating and uncertain, as even to have given rise to the 
opinion that they are only conventional distinctions. Henee, 
with such conceptions on which to reason, we cannot expect 
demonstrative and exact conclusions, we must be content 
with rough and general theories.’ It is to be observed here, 
that Aristotle departs from the point of view with which he 
had started. He started with an ἃ priori conception of the 
End-in-itself, which ‘must be identical with the chief good 
for man. Here he goes off into another point of view— 
that which looks at action from the outside, recognises the 
variations in the details of action, and allows the empirical 
casuistry of the Sophists to have an influence in determining 
the character of his science. 

In his second digression upon this topic (th, 1. iv. 5) he 
shows even more plainly a tentative and uncertain attitude, 
He says, ‘ We must not forget the distinction drawn by Plato 
between the two methods of science—the method which pro- 
ceeds from principles, and that which proceeds ta principles. 
The question is, Which must we adopt at present ? We must 
begin, at all events, with things known. But again, things 
are known in two ways, absolutely and relatively. Perhap 
we—ie. as ethical philosophers—may be content to 
with what we know (i¢., relative and not absolute 
Hence the necessity of a good moral training 
study of this science, For one who has been 


ae the light of principles’ In this etna ws 
appears to be more than one play upon words:—{1) In 
saying, ‘perhaps then we must begin with what we know,’ 
there is a sort of implication that the method of Ethics 
must be inductive, starting from relative and individual 
facts. But there is a fallacy in such an insinuation, because, 
though the individual must begin with what ‘he knows,’ 
there is nothing to prevent an absolute truth (τὸ ἁπλῶν 
γνώριμον) forming part of the intuitions and experience of 
the individual, (2) There appears to be a play on the word 
ἀρχή: for while Aristotle implies that the procedure must be 
to principles, and not starting from them, he says, on the 
other hand, that ‘the fact is a principle.’ Now, this may 
mean two things. It may mean that ‘a moral fact or 
perception really amounts to a law.’ But, in this case, the 
science of Ethics, beginning with moral facts, really begins dn” 
ἀρχῶν. Or it may mean that ‘the fact isa beginning or start~ 
ing-point for discussion.’ In this latter case the word ἀρχή 
should not have been used, as it introduces confusion into 
the present passage—the upshot of which, on the whole, 
seems to be, to assert in a very wavering way that Ethics must 
be induetive rather than deductive, and must commence with - 
experience of particulars rather than with the intuitions of 
the universal. 

‘The third digression on the same subject oceurs Eth. vii. _ 
17-21, where Aristotle points out his definition of the chiet 
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a general conception of the chief good, which is to be 
applied and developed. 

Elsewhere in the Ethics Aristotle appears puzzled how to 
deal with the casuistry of his subject. He says (Bth. τι, ii. 
3-4) that ‘the actions and the interests of men exhibit no 
fixed rule, any more than the conditions of health do; and if 
this is the case with the universal theory, still more is the 
theory of particular acts incapable of being exactly fixed, for 
it falls under the domain of no art or regimen, but the actors 
themselves must always watch what suits the oeeasion, as is 
the way with the physician’s and the pilot’s art. And yet, 
though the theory is of such a kind, we must do what we can 
to help it out.’ He reverts to the same point of view, Eth. 
IX. ii. 6, mentioning some casuistical difficulties, and saying 
it is impossible to give a fixed rule on such points. 

Much as Aristotle speaks of the logic of science, we find, 
when we come to examine his real procedure, how little he is 
influenced by his own abstract rules of method. It has been 
sometimes said that his Pthies exhibit a perfect specimen of 
the analytio method. But this is not the entire case. The 
discussions are very frequently of an analytic character, 
different parts and elements of human life are treated sepa- 
rately, and indeed are not sufficiently considered in their 
mutual relationship. And in subordinate questions the 
strength of his analytic investigation is manifest. Take, for 
instance, his treatment of Friendship,—by analysing τὸ 
φιλητὸν into the good, the pleasant, and the useful, he at 
once obtains an insight into the whole subject. But the 
leading principles of his ethical science are not obtained by 
this sort of analysis, there isnot by any means a procedure ἐπ᾿ 
dpyds. Aristotle's bias of mind was only on one side analy- 
tical, he was on the other side speculative and synthetical, 
and viewed all the world as reduced to unity under in 


ΠΕΣ μὐ δε βκε, ied his peed of poottanhion, will eonititnts 
jin reality his logic of science and his method of discovery. 

Aristotle’s Ethical system, as we saw more in detail in 
Miley ἐᾶν. Gopi: on certain ἃ priori conceptions, end, 
form, and actuality. We are enabled to some extent to 
trace how these conceptions grew up out of Platonism, but 
in their ultimate depth and force they must be regarded as 
lightning-flashes from the genius of Aristotle. These ideas, 
by which human life is explained, are no mere results of an 
induction, no last development of experience, rather they 
come in from above, and for the first time give some 
of the chief good includes all the previous notices of the 
requisitions for happiness. But his definition is not derived 
from combining these, nor yet from any analysis of happiness 
in the concrete, but from an inner intuition of a law of good 
as manifested in life. The same procedure manifests itself 
throughout. Whatever use Aristotle may make of his ἀπορίαι, 
of appeals to language and experience, of the authority of 
the many and the few, these are only means of testing, 
correcting, illustrating, and amplifying his conceptions, and 
not the source from whence they spring. -However, the 
maintenance of this constant reconciliation with experience 
and with popular points of view is characteristic of Aristotle’s 
method. That it gives rise at times to an empirical and 
unphilosophical mode of writing, we have had more than 
once an opportunity of observing. But it is Aristotle’s 
p29 ge me His width of mind, which 


resembling the Ottoman princes who killed all their brethren 
before they could reign themselves. This accusation is an 
exaggerated and somewhat invidious way of stating the real 
case. Aristotle is ‘a dogmatic? inasmuch as his philosophy is 
νωριστικὴ οὐ πειραστική, conclusive, and not merely starting 
‘the questions; and in the same sense almost every philo- 
sopher, who writes, is " dogmatic,’ for he would not, write at all, 
unless he thought that he had got a better system than any 
before him. Aristotle shows the relationship of all previons 
philosophies and contemporary opinions to his own system, 
by which he does not so much ‘kill his brethren” as demon- 
strate that they are evidently * younger brethren,’ leaving his 
own right to the throne indefeasible. His relations, indeed, 
to Plato, in this respect are not entirely satisfactory; he 
never seems conscious of the enormity of his debt to Plato, 
and how much all the matter of his philosophy, as distin- 
guished from a more precise and scientific mode of statement, 
had been suggested to him by the works of Plato. But if 
in the term ‘ dogmatist’ arrogance or assumption is implied, 
this would not be true either of Aristotle's style of writing, 
or tone of thought. And he is by no means dogmatie on all 
points; on some, as we have already seen (in Essay V.), he 
declines to decide, 


APPENDIX B. 


On the ἘΞΩΤΕΡΙΚΟῚ AOPOI. 


N six places of the undoubted writings of Aristotle, and in 
three passages of the Ethics of Eudemus, reference is 
made to. ‘Exoteric discourses, or ‘arguments’ (&wrepixol 
λόγοι). Eyer since the revival of letters this phrase has at- 
tracted a wonderful amount of notice, and a whole literature 
of works has been composed in support of the -different 
meanings which have been attributed to it. This literature 
begins perhaps with Octavianus Ferrarius (1575),! and, after 
receiving contributions from all the great modern authorities 
on Greek philosophy, it ends with the names of Bernays,? 
Spengel,? and Grote.“ We must endeavour now to give 
some results of this controversy. in which, however, no 
important question has ever been involved ;—except so far 
as everything connected with Aristotle, and his mode of 
writing, is interesting and important. 
Before the period when the Aristotelian MSS. were 
brought to Rome and edited by Andronicus, we know that 


1 Octavian Ferrarii Hieronymi F. | Ihrem Verhiltuiss zu seinen isbrigen 
Medidanensis De Sermonibus Fxote- | Werken (Berlin. 1863). 
ricis Liber, ad Bartholeneum Capram * Aristotelische Studien, 1. p. 13 
Joannis Κ΄. Jurisconsultum. Venetiis | (Miinich, 1864), 
MDLXXy. apud Aldum. 4 Aristotle, vol. i. p. 63 qq. (Lon- 
2 Die Dialoge des Aristoteles in | don, 1872). 
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many Dialogues, ascribed to Aristotle as their author, had 
been spread over the world and much read and admired, even 
to the exclusion ® apparently of any knowledge of the more 
important treatises which we look upon as the works of Aris- 
totle. When these latter works had been brought to light, 
they were contrasted by the ancients with the lighter 
works in dialogie form which had before been known, And 
thus Cicero tells us, probably on information received by 
him from the learned Tyrannion (De Finibus, v. 5, 12}, that 
*On the summwm bonwm (Aristotle and Theophrastus) had 
two classes of books, one in popular style, which they 
called “ exoteric,” the other written in a more exact manner, 
which they left behind in their commentaries (or note~ 
books),’ and that this difference in the style of treatment gave 
rise to an appearance of inconsistency of view, which, how- 
ever, was not real. This, then, was the state of things in 
the time of Cicero—that the Dialogues attributed to Aris- 
totle were considered genuine, and spoken of as ‘exoteric’ 
writings. The Greek Commentators treated them in the 
same way, but there is no evidence that these dialogues were 
identified by the ancients with those particular references, in 
which Aristotle appeals to the ‘ exoteric discourses.’ 

The writers of the later empire, who were accustomed to 
the idea of mystical and hierophantic teachings, as professed 
by the neo-Platonic and neo-Pythagorean sects, got hold of 
this word ‘ exoteric,’ and out of it created the fable that 
Aristotle had a double doctrine, the one form of it * esoteric,” 


* See above, page 8. commentariis roliquorunt, non semper 

* «De summo autem bono quia duo | idem divere vidontur, nee in summé. 
genera libroram «uot, unum popula- | tamen ips aut varietas est walks apud 
riter seriptum, quod ξωτερικόν ap- | hos quidem, quos nominayi, aut inter 
pellabant, alterum limatius, quod in | ipsos dissensio” 
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secret, and confined to an intimate circle of initiated sobolars, 
the other ‘exoteric, containing only superficial truth with 
which the profane vulgar might be put off and satisfied. In 
accordance with this notion, Aulus Gellius (xx. 4) gives the 
apocryphal story that Alexander the Great, having heard that 
the Acroatic (i.e. abstrase and intimate) discourses had been 
published, wrote from the East to complain of what had been 
done, ‘since he should now have no superiority over the 
common herd,’ and that Aristotle replied that ‘ the treatises, 
though published, were not published, for nobody would 
understand them.’ Such a statement-does not require refu- 
tation. After the Renaissance, when the works of Aristotle 
in their original form were widely studied, «ll the nonsense 
about his double doctrine was at once dissipated; and the 
simple, plain-sailing character of his philosophy was admitted 
on allhands. The only question then which remained, was, 
whether on the few occasions when Aristotle mentions 
‘exoteric discourses,’ he means to refer to his own more 
popular writings, or to something else. About the meaning 
of the term ‘ exoteric’ itself, as used by Aristotle, there 
is no divergence of opinion. ‘Exoteric’ is not to be taken 
as opposed to ‘esoteric’ or secret, but the ἐξωτερικος 
λόγο» is the external, non-philosophical, non-scientific treat- 
ment of a subject, opposed to the οἰκεῖον λόγον, or internal, 
appropriate, and scientific treatment of it, Such being the 
case, whenever Aristotle says, ‘Enough is said on such or 
such a point, even in the exoteric discourses,’ the only doubt 
is whether he means to refer to those works of his own in 
which he had treated of philosophical questions after a not 
strictly scientific method, or to the ordinary debates and dis- 
cussions on such subjects, rifé enough in Athenian socioty, 
but of course unscientifically conducted. The latter is the 
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Physical Discowrse of Aristotle, which actually gives speci- 
mens of them. The question is as to the nature of Time, on 
which Aristotle says καλῶν ἔχει διαπορῆσαι περὶ αὐτοῦ καὶδιὰ 
τῶν ἐξωτερικῶν λόγων πότερον τῶν ὄντων ἐστὶν ἢ τῶν μὴ ὄντων, 
εἶτα τίς ἡ φύσις αὐτοῦ, and then follows a string of these 
‘exoteric arguments,’ which are dialectical reasons for 
doubting whether Time can be said to exist, and dialectical 
difficulties as to its attributes, There seems no reason for 
holding, with Bernays, that such arguments were too abstruse 
for discussion in educated society, outside the philosophic 
schools, in Athens. The whole of the Topics of Aristotle, 
not to mention the Dialogues of Plato (which are obviously 
meant to have a dramatic truth), are against Bernays upon 
this point. And, at all events, it is impossible that Aristotle 
by the term ἐξωτερικοὶ λάγοι, in the passage now quoted, 
can have been referring to his own Dialogues. 

Again, in the Bthica of Eudenwa (τ. viii. 4) we find it 
said of Plato’s doctrine of Ideas, that the subject belongs to 
another department, and is too subtle for discussion in an 
ethical treatise ; that the writer (if he must briefly indicate 
his opinion) considers the Ideas to be vain abstractions ; 
and that ‘the question has already received manifold consi- 
deration both in exoteric and in philosophical discussions.’ 
Here there is evidently no reference to the Dialogues of Aris- 
totle. Eudemus is only mentioning, as Aristotle so often 
did,*® two classes of opinions and arguments on any subject,— 


5 Εἰ δὲ δεῖ συντόμως εἰπεῖν περὶ 
αὐτῶν, λέγομεν ὅτι πρῶτον μὲν τὸ εἶναι 
ἰδέαν μὴ μόνον ἀγαϑοῦ ἀλλὰ καὶ ἄλλου 
ὁτονοῦν Ἀέγεται λογικῶς καὶ κενῶσ' 
ἐκέσκετται δὲ πολλοῖς περὶ αὐτοῦ 
τρόποις καὶ ἂν τοῖς ἐξατερικοῖν Ἀόγοιν 
καὶ ἐν τοῖς κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν, 

W Of, Pol, nt. xii, τι δοκεῖ δὲ πᾶσιν 
ἴσον τι τὸ δίκαιον εἶναι καὶ μέχρι γέ 
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vivo ἐμολογοῦσι τοῖς κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν 
λόγοις, ἐν ols διώρισται περὶ τῶν ἠθικῶν, 
‘people in general {πεοξ ear, Ady.) 
agroe with the philosophical theories 
of ethics” 2th, 1. viii, 1. Σκεπτέον. 
δὲ περὶ αὑτῆς ob μόνον ἐκ τοῦ συμπερά- 
ὅματος καὶ ἐξ ὧν ὁ λόγον {5 ἐκ τῶν 
κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν) ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐκ τῶν 
λεγομένων περὶ αὐτῆς, Sc. 
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the popular and the philosophical. A few pages later in the 
same work (Eth, Hud. τι. i. 1), we find the old and common 
division of goods, into ‘external goods and goods in a soul,’ 
mentioned in the following terms, Πάντα δὴ τἀγαθὰ ἢ ἐκτὸν 
ἡ ἐν ψυχῇ» καὶ τούτων αἱρετώτερα τὰ ἐν τῇ ψυχῆ, καθάπερ. 
διαιρούμεθα καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἐξωτερικοῖς λέγοις" φρόνησις» yap καὶ 
ἀρετὴ καὶ ἡδονὴ ἐν ψυχῇ, ὧν ἔνια ἣ πάντα τέλος εἶναι δοκεῖ 
πᾶσιν, Eudemus says that we make this distinction ‘even 
when speaking popularly,’ ‘for all men consider either 
thought, virtue, or pleasure, to be an end-in-itself’? Thus 
the opinions " of ‘all men’ are identified with the ἐξωτερικοὺ 
λόγοι. 

In the fifth book of his treatise (Eth. Nic. v1. iv. 2) 
Eudemus makes a similar appeal to the distinctions estab= 
lished, apart from philosophy, in popular opinion and 
language, ἕτερον δ᾽ ἐστὶ ποίησις καὶ πρᾶξιε' πιστεύομεν δὰ 
καὶ τοῖς ἐξωτερικοῖν λόγοις. Bernays, however, considers 
that the distinction of ποίησιν» from πρᾶξιν was too funda- 
mental a doctrine in the Aristotelian system to be merely 
taken. for granted, or accepted as having been established 
by the discussions of cultivated society. He therefore con- 
jeoturally infers that Aristotle must here be citing the 
conclusions arrived at in his own dialogue Περὶ Ποιητῶν, 
though none of the fragments of that dialogue, now existing, 
in the least bear out this supposition. On the other hand, 
it must be remembered (1) that in all probability Eudemus, 
and not Aristotle, wrote this passage, (2) that Plato (in 
Charmides, p. 163) describes an ‘ exoteric argument’ between 


γι Aristotle himmolf (YB. τὶ vill, 2) | (κατά γε ταύτην τὴν δύξαν παλαιὰν 
tmontious the distinction hore referred | οὖσαν καὶ ὁμυλογουμένην ὑπὺ rie 
to, as one of tho λεγόμενα on the | φιλοσοφούντων), It is therefore out 
subject of Happiness, He says that | of tho question to suppose that 
it is an old opinion, which has re- | Eudemus shonld seck to dorive it — 
ceived the approval of philosophers | from tho Dialogues of Aristotle. | 
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Critias and Socrates on the difference between ποίησις and 
wpafss. The distinction there given is imperfect, and is 
meant as a caricature of the manner of Prodicus (see above, 
P. 124), but still it shows that the question itself had been 
mooted at a comparatively early period in Athenian talk. 
And there is no reason for doubting that in tke century (or 
thereabouts) which intervened between Prodicus and Eu- 
demns, the cleverness of the Sophists, and of the society in 
which they moved, should have sufficed to settle 80 simple a 
matter as the difference between ‘ making’ and ‘acting.’ 
Returning now to the undoubted works of Aristotle, we 
find in Metaphys. x11. i. 4, the sentence Σεεπτέον πρῶτον μὲν 
περὶ τῶν μαθηματικῶν;,---ἔπειτα μετὰ ταῖτα χωρὶς περὶ τῶν 
ἐδεῶν ἁπλῶν» καὶ ὅσον νόμου χάριν " τεθρύλληται γὰρ τὰ πολλὰ 
καὶ ὑπὸ τῶν ἐξωτεριτῶν λόγων--- We have first to consider 
mathematical substances (their nature, &c.), and afterwards 
we must enter into a separate consideration of the Ideas, 
looking at them by themselves, and only so far as courtesy 
demands (ὅσον νόμου χάριν), for most points regarding them 
have been made common property even by the exoteric dis- 
cussions upon them.’ The first thing that strikes us in this 
passage is the parallel which it presents to the Eudemian 
saying (Eth, Eud. 1. viii. 4), that ‘the doctrine of Idcas had 
already received manifold corsideration both in popular 
and in philosophical reasonings.’ It is possible, indeed, that 
Aristotle may in this place of the Metuphysics be referring to 
those dialogues of his own in which, according to ancient 
authority (see above, page 212, note), he was ‘always 
declaring his inability to sympathise with the doctrine of 
Ideas.’ But if he docs so, he does it by implication, not 
mentioning his own dialogues, but merely referring to the 
general class of ‘exoteric discussions,’ in which his own 
dialogues would be included. On the other hand, it is easy 
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to believe that Aristotle's carly dissent from Plato's doctrine 
of Ideas gave rise to much talk in the intellectual circles of 
Athens, and it is more consonant with the expressions used 
that Aristotle is merely alluding to the results of that talk. 

_ The next passage to be examined is Politics, m1. vi. 55 
Ἀλλὰ μὴν καὶ τῆν ἀρχῆν τοὺ; Ἀεγομένουν τρόπου padioy 
διελεῖν" καὶ γὰρ ἐν τοῖν ἐξωτερικοῖν λόγοι» διοριξόμεθα περὶ 
αὐτῶν πολλάκιε-- Τὸ is easy to classify the so-called forms 
of government, for even in unscientific discussion we often 
draw distinctions about them.’ Here we have the same 
formula as in the Hudemian remark about the common 
division ‘of goods (καθάπερ διαιρούμεθα καὶ ἐν τοῖν ἐξωτερικοῖν 
λόγοιϑ). The very term λεγομένους points to matter of 
widely-spread, ordinary, cognisance. Bernays, however, 
rejecting this simple explanation, conjectures a reference to 
the four dialogues, mentioned in the catalogue of Aristotle’s 
writings, Πολιτικόν, Περὶ Βασιλείαν, Tepi Ἀποικιῶν, Tept 
Δικαιοσύνης, which all may have diseoursed on the forms of 
government. And this, he says, would justify the adverb 
πολλάκι». It would not, however, justify the present tense 
διοριξόμεθα, which, if taken as Bernays suggests, would imply 
that Aristotle, when he wrote his Politics, was still going on 
with dialogues and exoteric discourses. And this it is im- 
possible to believe. If Aristotle ever wrote dialogues, he 
wrote them in his youth, and had left them far behind him, 
both in thought and manner, when he came to compose his 
systematic philosophy. 

In Politics, vit. i. 2, it is said, Διὸ δεῖ πρῶτον ὁμολογεῖσθαι, 
tis ὁ πᾶσιν ὡς εἰπεῖν αἱρετώτατος βίος * μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο, πότερον 
κοινῇ καὶ χωρὶς ὁ αὐτὸς ἢ ἕτερος. ΝΝομισάντας οὖν ἱκανῶς πολλὰ, 
λέγεσθαι καὶ τῶν ἐν rots ἐξωτερικοῖς λόγοιν περὶ τῇς ἀρίστην. . 
ζωῆς καὶ νῦν χρηστέον avrorsx—‘ Considering, then, that 
of the statements made on the subject of the Best 


in not strictly philosophical discourses are adequate, we must 66 
even now make use of them.’ ‘The expressions used in this 0 
passage are different from those in any of the rege 
viously reviewed. The phrase, ‘we must even now make use 
of them,’ is very striking. It looks as if Aristotle, for once 
and away, was condescending to avail himself of a portion of 
one of his earlior writings. And this supposition is borne out 
by the strange appearance of what follows. Bernays is quite 
right in remarking that ‘one who has been long accustomed 
to the severe atmosphere of Aristotle's ordinary style, finds 
himself greeted by a breath of unwonted mildness’ in the 
paragraphs which immediately succeed that now quoted.’ A 
fulness and even redundancy of expression, very unlike the 
usual crabbed brevity of Aristotle, now shows itself. The 
sentences are harmoniously rounded. A hortatory and some~ 
what fervent tone is observable. The whole passage, down 
to the end of the chapter, looks like the peroration of a dia- 
logue, on alevel—say with the Menezenus. The concluding 
words, which would have been suitable to such a peroration, 
look out of place in their present position in the Politics. 
Weare willing, then, to concede to Bernays, that in the first 
chapter of the seventh book of the Politics we have not 
only a reference to, but an actual excerpt from, one of the 


% Tho following quotations may | peov,—Ori μὲν οὖν ἑκάστῳ τῆς εὐδαι- 
illustrate the style of this passage:— [μανίας ἐπιβάλλει τοσοῦτον ὅσον πὲρ 


δεδιότα μὲν τὰς παραπετομένας μυίας, εὐδαίμων μέν ἐστι καὶ μακάργον, δὲ οὐθὲν 
ἀπεχόμενον. 


σοὺς φιλτάτου: φίλοντ, ὁμοίως δὲ κα ἑάσανται ἐπὶ τῆν νῦν μεθόδου, διασκεπ- 
τὰ περὶ τὴν διάνοιαν οὕτω: ἄφρυνα καὶ τέον ὕστερον, εἴ τις τοῖς εἰρημένοις 


διεψευσμένον ὥσπερ τι παιδίον ἢ μαινό- | τυγχάνει μὴ πειϑόμενοι, 


αὐτοῖο" clay τὸ μὲν ἄλογον ae ναι, τὸ ὃ λόγον, 
some points about the soul seem to be su 
even in the unscientific discussions of the su 
must avail ourselves of them ;-—as, for inst 
it is irrational and part rational’ The terms us 
nearly the same as those in the last-quoted p 
with the important omission of καὶ νῦν before yp 
nays finds herea reference to the dialogue of Ari 
Eudemus (on which see above, page 300). But there 
appearance of any writing here likely to have 
such a work. And after the publication of Plato’s Re, 
there seems no reason to think it impossible that a 
which gaye rise to the Topics of Aristotle ( 
page 131), should have arrived at the dichotomy of the : 
into rational and irrational, as one of the results of its 
sions. And of this rough basis of psychology Ai 
seems to avail himself. ‘ 
The conclusions, then, to which we venture to co 
regard to the ἐξωτερικοὶ λόγοι, are as follows :— 
(1.) That Aristotle always uses the phrase gener! 


"5 Themistine, Or, xat3h. p. 356. 
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in a sense capable of including both his own not strictly 
scientific writings, and also the informal and dialectical dis- 
cussions of other men, 

(2.) That in different places he makes a different specific 
application of this generic term. 

(3-) That in Phys. rv. x. 1, he uses it in reference to 

dialectical difficulties and questions, as to the nature of time, 
“in vogue at Athens. 

(4.) That in Metaphys. x1. i. 4; Pol. mt. vi. 53 and 
Eth. 1, xiii. 9, he indicates by it the results arrived at by the 
extra-acholastic discussions and theories of the day. 

(5.) That in Pol. yu. i. 2, he uses it in especial reference 
to one of his own earlier works, and actually proceeds to ine 
corporate an extract from that work with his Political 
treatise. 

(6.) That Eudemus, in the three places where he employs 
the phrase, means by it ‘ popular, as opposed to “ philoso~ 
phical’ discussion, 

The available fragments of the lost Dialogues of Aristotle 
have been collected by Valentine Rose, and are now prefixed 
to the splendid Index to Aristotle which forms the conclusion 
to the great Berlin Edition. The question of the genuineness 
of these fragments cannot here be thoroughly attempted. We 
cannot go with Valentine Rose the entire length of believing 
that Aristotle never wrote anything of the kind, Indeed, 
the passage in Pol, yt. 1. 2 would be sufficient to prevent our 
holding such an opinion. There often occur fanciful and 
ornamental phrases in® the works of Aristotle, which he may 
have ‘availed himself of’ from his earlier writings, Such, 
for instance, are:—pia γὰρ χελιδὼν ἔαρ οὐ ποιεῖ (Lith. τ. 
vii. 16), διὰ τὸ πολλοὺς τῶν ἐν ταῖς ἐξουσίαι. ὁμοιοπαθεῖν 
Σαρδαναπάλῳ (1b. τ. v. 3), and οὔθ' ἔσπερος οὔθ᾽ twos οὕτω 
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θαυμαστός (adopted by Eudemus, Eth. γ. i. 15). Thes: and 
many more such ‘purple patches’ may have originally ap- 
peared in the more youthful works of Aristotle. But that a 
considerable element of forgery contributed to the makirg 
up of the long catalogue of Aristotle’s writings, we can hardly 
doubt, 
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On the Political Ideas in the Ethics of Aristotle. 


T may seem a strange omission that, while we have so 
often alluded to Aristotle's identification or confusion of 
Ethics with Politics, we have never specified any very im- 
portant consequences of this view; except, indeed, that we 
have noticed sometimes a restricted mode of dealing with 
certain questions, more appropriate to Politics than to philo- 
sophy. It remains then to ask, were there any such conse- 
quences? Does Aristotle write on Ethics differently because 
he considered that his science was a kind of Politics? Is the 
individual in his eyes always regarded as a citizen? Do his 
views of law, the state, and different questions of the consti- 
tution influence his views upon moral action? Every one 
will be ready to answer that such effects are hardly traceable. 
We read the Ethics as containing discussions on happiness, 
virtue, friendship, pleasure, and philosophy; we find it 
replete with anthropology, dealing with the heights and the 
depths of the human consciousness, and quite away from any 
consideration of the welfare of masses of mankind. Hap- 
piness, as here described, docs not depend on any particular 
constitution or form of government. Aristotle, indeed, speci- 
fies the various forms of government, and declares which is 
the best among them (Eth. viti. x.), but this is only for the 
purpose of illustration, for the sake of comparing the dif- 
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vy the state, Hence,’ he says, ‘the nurture and the diseip- 
line should be fixed by law, and use will make them easy. 
Not only, perhaps, ought men while youths to receive good 
discipline, but also we want laws about. their conduct when 
they are grown up; and, in short, about the whole of life, 
For the many will rather obey necessity than reason, punish- 
ment than the inducements of the beautiful.’ : 

With these evidences before us, let us now sum up the 
bearing of Aristotle's political thought upon what we now 
call the Ethics. There seems to be an analogy between 
Aristotle’s views of man in relation to the state, and his 
views of man in relation to nature. We have seen before 
(Essay V.) that in his Physics he considers man as part 
of nature, and, because he is a part, inferior to and less 
divine than the heaven and the universe; 80, too, in his 
political system, he considers the state prior to and greater 
than the individual (Polities, 1. ii. 13), just as the whole 
ig prior to and greater than the part. The individual 
without the state has no meaning; the state must be pre- 
supposed; man is not a whole in himself (αὐτάρκη), he is 
born to live in relationship to others (zroAsrixés), if he lived 
alone he must be either more or less than man (ἢ θηρίον 
ἢ θεός). Just as Aristotle said ‘the universe is diviner than 
man,’ so he says ‘the End for the state is diviner than that 
for the individual.’ Politics, then, are the greatest science, 
the legislator is an ἀρχιτέκτων, a master builder laying the 
plan of that greatest practical thing, a fitly framed human 
society. This idea, if it were carried out, would tend to 
oyerwhelm all individuality. It actually does so in Plato's 
Republic, and the lest-quoted passage (Kth, x, ix, 8) isa 
reproduction of the same feeling as Plato's. The laws are to 
regulate the whole of life, and to force a good discipline on 
those who would not choose virtue for its own sake, This 
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idea, then, forms one side of Aristotle’s view, it is a sort of 
background to his ethical system. The End for the state, 
as he depicts it (see above, p. 227), is something almost 
mystical, jt is like the identification of state and church, 
But the other side of his view is that which seems forced on 
him by the truth, as soon as he commences a course of ethical 
enquiries. It consists in an acknowledgment, to the full, 
of the absolute worth of the individual consciousness. Not 
only is a reaction thus made against the system of Plato, 
but also, by the whole treatment which Aristotle gives 
his subject, Ethics are virtually and for ever separated from 
Politics, 
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BOOKS I.—II. 


ΡΙΑΝ ΟΥ̓ ΒΟΟΚ 1. 


. 


HIS Book may be roughly divided into the following four 

parts :— Ξ 

(1.) The statement of the leading question of political science ; 
namely, What is the Practical Good? Ch. I.—VI. 

(2.) The answer to this question as given by Aristotle himself. 
Ch. VIL. 

(3.) A comparison of Aristotle's definition of the Good with 
existing opinions on the subject. Ch. VILI.—XII. 

(4.) A commencement of the analysis of the different elements 
which constitute his definiticn. Ch. XIIL 

With respect to these divisions, we may remark that they are 
not with entire precision separated from one another. For the first 
part professes to examine the most important opinions on' the subject 
of Happiness or the Good (Ch. IV. § 4), and accordingly reviews 
men’s conceptions of it as exhibited in their lives (Ch. V.), and 
refutes Plato's theory that the Good is a transcendental Idea, on the 
ground of its being both metaphysically untenable and practically 
inapplicable. 

After developing his own conception, Aristotle returns (in 
Ch. VIII, 844.) to compare it with rd Neyopeva— that goods of the 
mind are highest;’ ‘that happiness consists in virtue,’ &c. Now 
we may ask, Why did not a statement of these theories open the 
Book? Both in Part 1st and Part 3rd we have to do with the 
existing opinions. Had Aristotle pursued his usual method, he 
would have preluded his Ethics with a brief critical history of the 
previous progress of the science, in which the leading systems would 
have been refuted or shown to be inadequate. But it seems as if 
he did not set out with so clear a conception of ethics as he does of 


: speculative, 

tions for hia exiance inductively (Ch. TV. §§ 8-7), 
‘but really obtains his own theory from ἃ priori g 
rere δε, ‘That Aristotle's principle, thu 
5 is truly profound, we need not fuil to acknowledge. ἡ 
regard to the science as a whole, we see that he was feeling 
and we must not expect to find, even in the First Book o 
a finished work of art, 

With this proviso, we may rapidly trace the | 
contained by the Book, as follows, ‘The distinction 
and ends characterises every part of life and 
subordination of means to ends, there must be 
nevera means. ‘This End-in-itself of all action 


the determinator of life—and which is the object 
‘supreme practical science ? 
To this question no answer is to be obtained 


said, the Chief Good is identical with the E 
‘conception the idea of absoluteness and uff 
to be implied (τὺ yap iknae iyativ abvipco aaa 
be realised in the proper sphere of man, which 
the scale of life leads us to see must be a rational 
Τὸ give meaning to the conception of this existe 
‘that if falls under the category of the actual ; in οἱ 


- 
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is ‘ vital action ' or ‘ the realisation of man’s ππέαγο ς᾽ and this must 
be in accordance with its own proper law of excellence, and not 
frustrated by external adversity or shortness of duration. Hence 
we get a definition of the Chief Good for man—that it consists in ‘a 
rightly harmonized consciousness in adequate external conditions.’ 

Comparing this fundamental principle (ἀρχή) with the opinions 
and theories of others, we find that it includes or supersedes them. 
From it we get an answer to the common question, ‘ Is happiness to 
be acquired by human efforts ?' and by means of it we are able to 
see the shallowness of Solon’s view implied in the saying that ‘No 
man can be called happy while he lives.’ It at once renders nugatory 
the question, Is bappineas praiseworthy or above praise? 

Assuming, then, the definition as above, let us examine its com- 
ponent parts, And, first, what is that Jaw of excellence (peeuliar to 
man) which is to regulate his mind? A popular psychology serves 
as a basis for discussing this. Man is a compound of a rational and 
an irrational nature. Part of his irrational nature (the psasions) rises 
into communion with reason. This part, then, and the reason itself, 
are- two elements in which human excellence may be exhibited~ 
According to this division, we distinguish, on the one hand, inte!~ 
lectual excellence; on the other hand, moral excellence or virtue; 
and these two may henceforth be separately discussed, 
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acon 


Πᾶσα τέχνη καὶ πᾶσα μέθοδος, ὁμοίως δὲ Hand τε 


καὶ προαίρεσις, ἀγαθοῦ τινὸς ἐφίεσθαι Box. 


1: The opening of Aristotle's νέος 
might be paralleled with that of his 


first said that ‘all by δ natural instinct 
desire knowledge,’ and then Aristotle 
proceeds to distinguish among the 
various kinds of knowledge a supremo 
kind, which is Philosophy or Moeta- 
physics; so Acre he says that erery 
human impulse is prompted by the 
desire of some good, or is, in other 
words, & means to some end, and 
among ends there is one supreme end, 
which is never a means, the object of 
politics—the ehief good, or human 
happiness, ‘The beginning of the 
Politics ia also very similar, All 
actions are dong for the mke of what 
is thought. to be good. ‘Therefore all 
societies aim at some good, and that 
society which includes all others sims 
at the highest good, See Essay L. p, 20, 

1 πᾶσα τέχνη---δυκεῖ] ‘ Every art 
and every scienes, and 580, too, each 
at «δὰ parpoee, NOFENE PEN SEA 
good,’ ἐπ. ‘avery exerciso of tho 
human powers,’ The enumeration 
here given answers to tho division of 
tho mind (KYA, v1. ii.) into speculative, 
productive, and practical, μέθοδον 
is literally ‘ way’ or ‘road’ to know- 


διὸ 


ledge, ic. δ research or inquiry. The 
metaphor still appears in such places 
as Pluto's Republic, vit. p. 533 ο, ἡ 

μόνη ταύτῃ πορεύς- 


of a regolar or scientific method, and 
it stands here, as rlsowhore (EUs. 1. 
fi. 9, Poet. xxx. 2, Phys. 1. i, 1), for 
scienco itself, The word is well do- 
fined by Simplicius (in Arist, Phys. 
fol. 4), ἡ μετὰ ὁδοῦ τινὸς εὐτάκτον πρόο- 
Bos ἐπὶ τὸ γνωστόν, Πρᾶξιε and προαΐ-- 
pers, action and Purpose, go to maka 


thought, the outer to the inner. δοκεῖ 
does notimply any doubt in tho asser- 
tion, Sometimes it denotes the opi- 
nion of others, not of Aristotle him- 
self (KYA, 1. iii, 2, x. viii. 13, where seo 


note), but sometimes it is ἃ part of | 


style, to avoid the appearance of dog- 
matism, With this use of δοκεῖ may 
be compared that of similar words, 
such as ἴσων, ‘no doubt,’ (rv, viii, 9) 
ἔδει 8 Yous καὶ σκώπτειν (κωλύειν); 
oxeddv, ‘nearly,’ ‘something like,’ (1. 
Vill. 4) σχεδὸν γὰρ ebGwla ris εἴρηται καὶ 
εὐπραξία; μάλιστα, ‘upon the whole,’ 
(% ve 2) τρεῖς γάρ εἰσι μάλιστα of 


τὴ τί οὖν ἑκάστης τἀγαθόν; ἢ οὗ χάριν. 
τὰ λοιπὰ πράττεται; 


ψορὰ is thut which is aimed ot. But 
among ends (or nims) there isa subor- 
dination of one to the other," 


‘exercise of a faculty for its own sake, at 
other timos in certain external rosults 
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τύπῳ γε περιλαβεῖν αὐτὸ τί wor ἐστὶ καὶ 
ἐπιστημῶν ἣ δυνάμεων, δόξεις δ᾽ ἂν τῆς κυριο 
μάλιστα ἀρχιτεκτονικῆς" τοιαύτη δ᾽ ἡ πολιτικὴ e 


Memorab, 1, ii, 22. But tho exact 
import of the term was not fixed. 
Aristotle in the Topics, τι, fii. 4, men- 
tions among the πολλαχῶς Ἀεγόμενα, 
Οἷον εἰ τὸ δέον ἐστὶ τὸ συμφέρον ἢ τὸ 
καλόν, 

3 εἰ δ' οὕτω--δυνάμεων} ‘But if 
this be the case, we must endea- 
your to comprehend, in outline at all 
events, what it is, and which of the 
sciences or faculties it belongs to.’ 
Aristotle, proceeding tentatively to 
work, does not ask, ‘What science 
treats of the supreme end ?'—but ‘To 
what science or art does its production 


art of life, &e, Just as in a Platonic 
dialogue we might have found this 
train of questions—' What is tho sei- 
ence of hoaling called ?’/—Medicine. 


4 δόξειε δ' ἂν —dpxerenroructis) 
* Now it would seom to be the end of 


are mixed up in it. κύριον, (ἃ) 
whatisauthoritative, what mines 5 
of, Eth, 1. 2. 9, κύριαι εὐδαιμονίας, 
(2) What has validity, especially the 
validity of custom, what is established. 
Cf, Poet, xxi. 5. 6, and Whetor, mt. 
ii, 2, where κύριον ὄνομα stands for "δ 
word in its proper sense,’ opposed to 
all uncommon turns and applications. 
In Beh, vi. xiii. 1, κυρία ἀρετή is 
‘virtue in the full sense of the term,” 


ous disposition, 

τῆς κυρίων ἐπιστήμην εἶναι δοκούσης, 
‘that which might properly be called 
science.” Hence τὸ κύριον comes to 
meun that which is striking, charac- 
teristic, and cssential in a conception. 
Ch Eth, 1. vii. 13, κυριώτερον γὰρ 
αὕτη δοκεῖ λέγεσθαι, rx. ix. 7, τὸ δὲ 


Essay IIL p. 190. Aristotle says that 
all the other arts and faculties, how- 
ever dignified, are subardinate to this 
(ὑπὸ ταύτην) and aro its instroments 


ἮΝ - 
politics {τίνα εἶναι χρεὼν διατάσσει), 


κάλλιον δὲ καὶ θειότερον ἔθνει καὶ 
τις 


ea 


i Fei Ξ 
Hp 
HE 


i 
4 
ἐξ 

ξ 
ἢ 


i 
ΐ 
ἔ 


πι.--απι] 


HOIKQN NIKOMAXEION TL. 


Λέγοιτο δ᾽ ἂν ἱκανῶς, εἰ κατὰ τὴν ὑποκειμέν i 
σαφηβείη" τὺ γὰ sige year οὐχ ὁμοίως ἐν tenis Annie 


ἐπιξητητέον ὥσπερ 


καὶ τὰ δίκαια, περὶ ὦ! ὧν ἡ eae σκοπεῖται, ba pa ip 


χει 
διαφορὰν καὶ πλάνην ὥστε δοκεῖν νόμῳ μόνον εἶναι, φύσει 


TI. In connexion with every 
science, Aristotlo nover fails to pay 
attention to the logic of science,—to 
ask what the proper method of the 
science ought to be. In Ethics, where 
he is entirely fecling his way, without 
predecessors to guido him, it was 
especially natural that he should make 
® pause to enquire what is the pro- 
per form und logical character of 
the science on which ho is entering. 
Accordingly we find three digressions 
relative to the logie of Ethics in this 
first book, (1) In the present chapter 
he decides that it cannot be an exact 
selence, (2) Chapter 4th, §§ 5—7, he 
declares, though not dogmatically, that 
it must be rather inductive, than based 
on a priori principles. (3) In chap- 
ter 7th, $§ 17—21, not quite consist- 
ently with the last assertion, ho dwells 
upon the importance, for the future 
development of the science, of the 
pts (ἀρχή) which he has evolved 


eultics in detail, 


equally 

in all reasonings, any more than in all 
the productions of art.’ Matter as op- 
peel eae ee 
ὕλῃ, or τὸ ὑποκείμενον, that which 
underlies the form, Cf. Pol. 1. viii.2: 
Λέγω δὲ ὕλην τὸ ὑποκείμενον ἐξ οὗ τι 
VOL, Ie 


rr 


matter of science, ἐς. the facts or 
conceptions with which it deals, must 
dotermine its method or form, accor t- 
ing aa they admit of being stated with 
more or loss ἀκρίβεια, It is one of 
the first questions about a science, 
how much ἀκρίβεια it admits: ef. De 
Anima, 1 i. 1; Metaphys. a’ ἔλαττον, 
iii, 2, ἄς, On the different shades 
of meaning implied in the word 
axpiBea, see below, τ. vii. 18, note. 


At combines the notions of matho- 


tlety, 

finiteness of assertion. Alsoas appliod 
to the arte (ἐν τοῖς δημιουργουμένοιε) 
it denotes finish or delicacy. 

2 τὰ δὲ καλὰ-- μή] “But things 
beautiful and just, about which the 
political science treats, exhibit so 
great a diversity and fluctuation that 
theyare thonght to exist by convention 
only, and not bynature.’ Nothingean 


former is tho more enthusiastic term, 


system, (1) He spoaks of Politics as 
tho scioneo treating of right action. 
(2) He scems to accept for the mo- 
ment, 85 δὲ all events worth consi- 
dering, tho scepticism of the 
and to start accordingly with | 


pirical of view about moral dis- 
‘Eaton whch in realty Bis subso- 
quent procedure on sots aside,— 
νέμῳ μένον εἶναι, φύσει δὲ μή. On the 


ἀγαπητὸν οὖν -- πεπαιδευμένο:] 
πὰ τὰ στον thems will 
gpenking on euch sobjecta, and with 


generalities, 

‘should be of the sme kind also. In 
the same way must each particular 
statement be received, The man of 
‘cultivation will in each kind of subject 
demand oxactness 50 far asthe nature 
Ugh Yes ita, poeta: for it appears 
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ἐπιξητεῖν καθ᾿ ἕκαστον γένος, ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ἡ τοῖ 

φύσις ἐπιδέχεται" ἀρ ροεν τον ΣΘΗ γὰρ φαίνεται. 
κοῦ τέ πιθανολογοῦντος de ἔχεσθαι καὶ ῥητόρι: Ne 
Eas ἀπαιτεῖν. ἕκαστος δὲ κρίνει καλῶς ἃ γινώσκει, καὶ 5 
τούτων ἐστὶν ἀγαθὸς κριτής. καθ᾿ ἕκαστον ἄρα ὃ πεπαι- 

δευμένος, ἁπλῶς δ' ὁ περὶ πᾶν πεπαιδευμένος. διὸ τῆς πο- 


λιτικῆς οὐκ ἔστιν οἰκεῖος ἀκριατὴς ὃ νέος. , ἄπειρος γὰρ > 
τῶν κατὰ τὸν βίον πράξεων, οἱ λόγοι δ᾽ ἐκ τούτων καὶ περὶ 


τούτων. 


εὐστόχως τί καλῶς ἢ μὴ καλῶν ἀποδίδω- 
ow ὁ λέγων. Thus the chief function 
of this ‘cultivation’ is acute criticism. 
It is critical as opposed to science, 
which is productive, It will have cer- 
tain standards (Spovs) by reference to 
which it will form a judgment on the 
shape and manner of the jitions 
presented, quite independently of their 
truth and falsehood (ἀποδέξεται τὸν 
» πρόπον τῶν δεικνυμένων χωρὶς τοῦ πῶ; 
ἔχει τἀληθές, εἴτε οὕτως εἴτε ἄλλω:). 
‘This, which was a current popular 
conception of παιδεία, Aristotle not 
only accepts as related to all matters 
of science {τὸν BAws πεπαιδευμένον -- 
περὶ πάντων ὡς εἰπεῖν κριτικόν τινα 
νομίζομεν)--- δον also he adds a refine- 
mont.on his own part by constituting 


ἃ special παιδεία in relation to cach | 


separate science {περί τινος φύσεων 
ἀφωρισμένητ" εἴη γὰρ ἄν τις ἕτερον περὶ 
ἕν μόριον). The idea of the πεπαιδεν- 
μένος πα a judge of method is to be 
found in Plato. Cf, Timens, p. 53 0: 


ἔτι δὲ τοῖς πάδεσιν axorovdnrixds ὧν ματαίως 6 


κρό τις, or second-best in all speeial- 
ities. —We see in the present passage 
Aristotle's distinction of περὶ πᾶν 
πεταιδ, from καϑ' ἕκαστον πεταιδ, Tho 
latter torm shows that not only is a 
general knowledge of logic (ἀναλυτικὴ) 
reguisite to constitute παιδεία (ef. Me- 
taph. 1. min. ili, τ, mt. iii. ς, τὰ, ἦν. 5); 
but also that somo acquaintance with 
tho special subject is requisite for the 
connoisseur of that subject, Of, Poli, 
τὰ 11: ‘"lorpds δ' ὅ τε δημιουργὸν καὶ 
ὁ ἀρχιτεκτονικὸν 


μαθηματικοῦ, κι τ. A.) Taken from 


μένοντ 
5 διὸ τῆν πολιτικῆν, κι τι 7] From 
ἃ want of sufficient knowledge of tha ε 
special subjects to be treated, the youth 
is not fit to be a hearer, ic, (1) critic, 


(2) stndeat of political science. 
6 tr δὲ --πρᾶξιε] ‘Nay, moreover, 


VJ 


διττῶς" τὰ μὲν γὰρ ἡμῖν τὰ δ᾽ ἁπλῶς. 
ἀρκτέον ἀπὸ τῶν ἡμῖν γνωρίμων. διὸ δεῖ: 
καλῶς. τὺν περὶ καλῶν καὶ δικαίων καὶ ὅλως τῶν 
ἀκουσόμενον ἱκανῶς, ἀρχὴ γὰρ τὸ ὅτι" καὶ εἰ 
νοιτὸ ἀρκούντως, οὐδὲν προσδεήσει τοῦ διότι. 


wre δ χα ἢ λάβε, ἂν Mea Fy “δ μῆδτιμιν 


ὑπάρχει τούτων, ἀκουσάτω τῶν ᾿Ησιόδου 


οὗτος μὲ; 


ν πανάριστος ὃς αὑτὸς πάντα νοήσῃ, 


ἐσθλὸς & αὖ κἀκεῖνος ὃς εὖ εἰπόντι πίθηται. 


division of knowledge, into things 
‘rolntively? nnd things ‘absolutely* 
known. Tho formor implies the know- 
ledge of experience, so far as it de- 
pends on the individual,perception ; 
it is therefore concrete (ἐγγύτερον. 
τῆς αἰσθήσεως, Post, Analyt, τ, ii. 5), 
while the Lattor is abstract (τὰ πορρώ- 
repov), but boing independent of in- 
dividual exporience, it is absolute {τὰ 
σαφέστερα τῇ φύσει καὶ γνωριμώτερα, 
Phys, Ause. τ. i. 1), We must observ 


his habits who is to study aright things 
beautiful and just, and in short the 
whole class of political subjects. For 
tho fact is  privciplo, and if the fact 
be sufficiently apparent we need not 
ask the reason. Now ho who has 
Leen well trained either has principles 
already, or ean easily obtain them,' 
He returns to the qualifications of the 


It may cither mean a 
starting polnt, ra eniveceal pefnoipte, 
Tt seoms to hover between those 
meanings, and to express that a moral 
fact has something at all events po- 
tentially of the nature of a universal. 
*Apxds (in § 7) is used definitely for 
universal 


ὁ δὲ τοιοῦτο: i.e, ὁ καλῶς ἠγμένοτ. 
Such one is in possession of moral 


γὰρ ἐν τοῖς τιμῶσι μᾶλλον εἶναι ἢ & Τρ albany sais 


Gay δὲ οἰκεῖόν τι καὶ μιδάφαίωται ἅμα μαντευόμεθα, ἔτι ς 


is untenable, Aristotle omitted the 
βίος χρηματιστήν, as ho tells us pre- 
sontly, because, δὲ not being purely 
voluntary (βίαιός rss), it does not exhi- 
Dit aconception of happinces, Though 
it may have many adherents, theso 
do not seck it spontaneously, us con- 
taining happiness in itself. 

3 ol μὲν oly—XaptavardAy] The 
life of sensuality is that which the 
vulgar propose to thomselves as their 
ideal of happiness, ‘This they would 
pursue if they could obtain the ring of 
Gygos (Plato, Repub, τι, p, 350, 6), 
And thongh Aristotle repudiates it 
immediately as vile and abject, yet ho 
places it on the scale (τυγχάνουσι Ad- 
γον) because groat potentates (πολλοὺς 
τῶν ἐν rats éfovelais) show themselycs 
of the same mind as Sardanapalus, 
thinking nought but sensuality * worth 
8 fillip,’ whilo thoy havo overythingat 


men in general, and also in the pre- 
sont treatise, Of. AYA, x. vi. 3. 
Ξϑαρδανατάλῳ] Cicero, in Tee, Disp, 
¥, xxv, (0h De Finihws, πὶ xm), 
mentions the epitaph of Sardanapalus 
ns quoted by Aristotle, ‘Ex quo Sar- 
dannpali, opulentissimi Syrim rogis, 
error agnoseitur, qui inecidi jussit in 
Dusto: 
Hee habeo, que edi, queque exeatu- 
vate libido 


Hausit ; at ille Jacent multa et pra- 
clara reliota, 


non in regis sepnlcro inseriberes?? 
No such passage is to be found in 
any of the extant works of Aristotle, 

ἃ οἱ δὲ xaplerres—réAos] ‘But tho 
refined and active conceive honour to 
bo the chief good; for this may be 
said to bo (σχεδόν) the end of tho 
political life.’ of δέ answers to of μὲν. 


we are in search of, for it seems to 
rost more with the honourer than the 
honoured; whereas wo have s pre- 


sentiment that tho chief good must be 


ono's own, and not in the power of 
others to take away.’ Honour is evi- 
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vj 
εἴρηται περὶ αὐτῶν" 


σοφήμασι περὶ τὰ θεῖα πολλάκις προ- 
φαίνεται τοῖς λόγοις ὅτι τὺ θεῖον 
ἀμετάβλητον ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι πᾶν τὸ 
πρῶτον καὶ ἀκρότατον, on which Sim- 
plicius notes with regurd to ἐγκυκλί-. 
ois—Erevee καὶ ἐξωτερικὰ καλεῖν εἴωθε, 
Wo may translate the passage, ‘As 
in the popular philosophical doctrines | 


being the First and the Highest,” 
(There seems to be something wrong | 
in the Greek text. Perhaps wo should 
veal ὕν for πᾶν) This evidently 
refers to no work of Aristotle's, but 
to the common unscientific discourses 
of men upon scientific subjects. So 
above, it is intimated that the insuffi- 
ciency of virtue for happiness had 
been tho subject of commonplace dis- 
cussion. Ἐγκύκλιος is used threo 
times in tho Polifics of Aristotle to 
express ‘that which belongs to the 


of servants ;’ of, τιν v. 4, Tas διακονίαν, 
τὰς ἐγκυκλίουτ: τι. ix. 9, χρησίμου δ᾽ 
οὔσης τῆν θρασύτητον πρὸς οὐδὲν τῶν 
ἐγκυκλίων, *Boldness is of no uso for 
every-day life." Hence the word comos 
to mean ὁ re ῃ 
‘unscientific’ Two other 

need only be mentioned to be rejected : 
(1) Enstratius thinks that a poem of 
Aristotle's is meant, ending with tho 
same line with whieh it began—henco 
called Eucyelic; (2) Julius Sealiger 
refers us to tyro books, ᾿Εγκνκλίων, «, 


HOIKQN NIKOMAX! 
τρίτος δ᾽ ἐστὶν 
οὗ τὴν ἐπίσκεψιν ἐν τοῖς ἑπομένοις 
χρηματιστὴς βίαιός τίς ἔστιν, καὶ ὁ πλοῦτος 


which our investigation shall be made — 
hereafter” This promise is fulfilled 
in Book x. We have here undoubted 
proofof an ides of method, of a con- 


tho Lifo of gain is in a way compulsory, 
aud it is plain that wealth is not that 
good we are in search of, for it is an 


pervect Bios ἀβιξε τίν derek ‘This 


‘Now the lives of men being divided, 
and the one class daying no claim at 


about | It isto be taken in a passive, not an 
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ἐπισκέψασθαι, siti 


τοὺς τῆς τοιαύτης ζητήσεως 


γινομένης διὰ 
εἰσαγαγεῖν τὰ εἴη. δόξειε δ᾽ ἂν ἴσως βέλτιον. 
+ Sanat aa re ocala) καὶ τὰ οἰκεῖα 
καὶ φιλοσόφους ὄντας" ἀμφοῖν γὰρ 


ἄλλως τε 


φίλοιν ὅσιον προτιμᾶν τὴν ἀλήβειαν, οἱ δὲ clears 


(7) But however this amy be, it is 
plain that the idea can have no rela~ 
tion to practical life, and therefore it 
docs not belong to ethics. 

1 τὸ δὲ καθόλου - ἀλήθειαν) ‘But 
perhaps it were as woll to consider the 
nature of the universal term (good) 


having introduced their doctrine of 
Ideas, Still it is the best course and 
even incumbent on us, whero tho 
safety of truth is concerned, to sncri- 
fice even what is nearcst to us, cspe- 


tenth, it is our duty to profer the truth,’ 

τὸ καθόλου] As part of the logic 
of Ethies Aristotle is procecding to 
inquiry into the nature of the uni- 
versal term—Good—when ho is 


(predicable of particulars), not παρὰ 
τὰ πολλά ting: of 
particalars). Cf. wait 


| τοῦ κοινοῦ ἀναιρεῖσθαι τὸ. 
εἰ τὸ διπλάσιον πρῶτον τῶν 


Plats Hace’ ὦ (daavlaeen) ie 
highest degree cordial, But in the 
arguments used there is something 


captions, 

καὶ τὰ οἰκεῖα ἀναιρεῖν] ΟΥ̓́, Thue. 1. 
41: ἐπεὶ καὶ τὰ οἰκεῖα χεῖρον τίθενται 
φιλονεικίας ἕνεκα τῆς αὐτίκα. 

ὅσιον προτιμᾶν τὴν ἀλήϑειαν) This 
is Pinto's own sentiment about Ho- 
mer; Repnb. x. p. 595 ὁ, BAX od πρό 


used, as if purposely, to express an 
arbitrary and fictitious system, ‘With 
the above οἵ, Metaph. u. iii, 10: fre 
ἐν οἷς τὸ πρότερον καὶ ὕστερόν ἐστιν, 
οὐχ οἷόν τε τὸ ἐπὶ τούτων εἶναί τι παρὰ 
ταῦτα' οἷον εἰ πρώτη τῶν ἀριθμῶν ἡ 
Beds, οὐκ ἔστι τις ἀριθμὸς παρὰ τὰ εἴδη 
τῶν ἀριθμῶν. Eth, Eudem, 1, viii, 8: 
ἔτι ἐν ὅσοις ὑπάρχει τὸ πρότερον καὶ 
ὕστερον, οὖς ἔστι κοινόν τι παρὰ ταῦτα 
καὶ τοῦτο χωριστόν" εἴη γὰρ ἄν τὶ τοῦ 
πρώτον πρότερον, Πρότερον γὰρ τὸ 
κοινὸν καὶ χωριστὸν διὰ τὸ ἀναιρουμένου 
πρῶτον, Οἷον. 
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ὅντι (xa γὰρ ἐν τῷ τί λέγεται, εἷον ὁ θεὸς καὶ νοΐ 

ἐν τῷ ποιῷ αἱ ἀρεταί, καὶ ἐν τῷ ποσῷ τὸ μι 
πρός τι τὸ χρήσιμον, καὶ ἐν χρόνῳ καιρός, τόπῳ, 

iors καὶ ἕτερα τοιαῦτα), δῆλον ὡς οὐκ ἂν εἴη κοινόν ry 

καῤόλου καὶ ἕν᾽ οὐ γὰρ ἂν ἐλέγετ' ἐν πάσαις ταῖς κατηγο- ἦν 

plas, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μιᾷ μένη. ἔτι δ᾽ ἐπεὶ τῶν κατὰ μίαν ἰδέαν 4 

μία καὶ ἐ ἐπιστήμη, καὶ τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἁπάντων Fy ἂν μία τις 

ἐπιστήμη" νῦν δ᾽ εἰσὶ πολλαὶ καὶ τῶν ὑπὸ μίαν κατήγα- 

ρίαν, οἷον καιροῦ, ἐν πολέμῳ μὲν στρατηγικὴ ἐν νύσῳ δ᾽ 

ἰατρική, καὶ τοῦ μετρίου ἐν τροφῇ μὲν i ἰατρικὴ ἐν πόνοις 

δὲ γυμναστική. ἀπορήσειε δ᾽ ἄν τις τί ποτε καὶ βούλον- 

ται λέγειν αὐτοέκαστον, εἴπερ ἔν τε eat ona καὶ dv 

θρώπῳ εἷς καὶ ὁ αὐτὸς λόγος ἐστὶν ὃ ἀνθρώπου. i 

γὰρ ἄνθρωπος, οὐδὲν διοίσουσιν" εἰ δ᾽ ia οὐδ᾽ ἢ im ἀγα- 

βθόν. ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ τῷ ἀίδιον εἶναι μᾶλλον ἀγαθὸν ἔσται, 6 

εἴπερ μηδὲ λευκότερον ‘nt πολυχρόνιον τοῦ ἐφημέρου, mi 7 

βανώτερον δ᾽ τ τα οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι λέγειν περὶ αὐτοῦ, 


sical classiflention. Cf Topics, τ, iv. 
12. 

4 There are many sciences of the 
good, therefore it cannot be reduced 
to unity.—This argument is certainly 
unsatisfactory if applied to Plato's 
point of view, Pluto would my dia- 
leetio is the scioneo of the Idea of 
good, and in this all other sciences 
find their meeting-point. Evenof the 
πρακτὸν ἀγαθόν it might be said that 
aceording to Aristotle's own account 
it falls (in all its manifestations, who- 
ther as means or ends) under the one 
supreme scienco—Politics, 

5-- ἀπορήσειε δ' ἄν ris—dorud- 
pov) ‘Now one might be puzzled to 
say what they mean byan “absolute” 
thing—if for instance in man and 
abeolute-man there is one and the 
same conception of man, For gw 
man they will not differ. I? so, the 
ime will apply to good. Nor is it 
nny use to say that the absolate good 
will be more good by being eternal, 


since what is ever so old is not whiter 
than that which lasts but a 

Aristotle brings against the idea an 
acensation whieh he has also used in 
the Metaphysics (1. ix. 1), that it only 
multiplica phenomena, as it exhibits 
the same law or conception as thoy, 
He adds to it a captions objection, 
that it is no use to say the absolute 
differs from the conditional, in being 
eternal, since length of duration does 
not constitute » distinction between 
identical qualities ;—as if length of 
duration were the samo as eternity. 
Cf. Evh, vi. iii, 2; and eve Eseay ΠῚ, 


Ῥ' 209. 

ἢ πιϑανώτερον δ'--- δοκεῖ] | But the 
Pythagoreans seem to give a moro 
probable account of it, placing unity 
in the row of goods; whom 
pus too, it must be observed (δή), 
appears to follow.’ We have to deal 
here with the subtle differences be- 
tween the Greek schools of metaphy- 
sical philosophy, ‘There came in 


ἡ τῶν ἐναντίων κωλυτικὰ διὰ ταῦτα 


ἄλλον. δῆλον οὖν ὅτι διττῶς ἐφ μον device aa 
μὲν καϑ' αὑτά, θάτερα δὲ διὰ ταῦτα. χωρίσαντες οὖν ἀπὸ 

τῶν αφελίμων τὰ καί᾿ αὑτὰ σκεψώμεθα εἰ λέγεται κατὰ 
μίαν las neat we pecan ote  σεὶ ἡ ὅσα καὶ το 


μονούμενα διώκεται, οἷον τὸ φρονεῖν καὶ 


ὁρᾶν καὶ ἡδοναί 


τινες καὶ τιμαί; ταῦτα γὰρ εἰ καὶ δι᾽ ἄλλο τι διώκομεν, 
ὅμως τῶν wal! αὑτὰ ἀγαθῶν βείη τις ἄν. ἢ οὐδ ἄχλο 
οὐδὲν πλὴν τῆς Was; ὥστε μάταιον ἔσται τὸ Mos. εἰ δὲ 11 
καὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ τῶν καθ' αὑτά, τὸν τἀγαθοῦ λόγον ἐν ἅπα- — 
σιν αὐτοῖς τὸν αὐτὸν ἐμφαίνεσθαι δεήσει, καθάπερ ἐν χιόνι 
καὶ Ψιμμυθίῳ τὸν τῆς λευκότητος. τιμῆς δὲ καὶ φρονήσεως: 
καὶ ἡδονῆς ἕτεροι καὶ διαφέροντες οἱ λόγοι ταύτῃ 7 ἀγαθά, 


* τοῖς δὲ λεχθεῖσιν---ἄλλο»} "Βαϊ 

suggests itself, namely, that the 

Platonic ‘was not meant to 

ee ene 
παντὸς ἀγαθοῦ 


in and for themselves (καθ᾽ αὐτά), 
whilo things productive of these, or in 
any way preservative of them, or pro- 
ventive of their opposites, are spoken 
of as “secondary goods" (διὰ ταῦτα), 
and in another fashion’ It seems 
best to refer τοὺς λόγους to the Pla- 
tonic theory. Tho words καϑ' ty 
εἶδον aro used not in the peculiarly 
Platonic sense, ‘under one idea,’ bat 
in the more common and alvo Aristo- 
telian senso, ‘ under one species,’ 

10 ἢ οὐδ' ἄλλο---εἴδο:] ‘Or ix 
none of these, nor anything except 
the idea, to be called an absolute 


duals.’ The Platonic idea was meant 
to be not only an ἰδέα, or nbsolute 
existence, transcending the world of 
space and time, but also an εἶδον, or 
universal nature, manifesting itself in 
different individuals, This latter 
property, Aristotle argues, ‘will be 
lost if we keep denying of different 
attainable goods, even those that 
seom moat plainly #0, that they aro 
goods in themselves.’ 

11 φρογήσεω:] ‘Thought.’ The 
word is used in a general senso as the 
substantive of φρονεῖν (cf. YA. vt. 
xii. 5), and not in its technical sense 
as defined in (the Eudemian) Book γι. 

‘Now ᾿ 


good? in which case tho οἷδε good | hna κιαστιοᾶ, 


will be devoid of content and indivi- 
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τηλικοῦτον ἅπαντας τοὺς τεχνίτας 
μην πραμς Ἐπ διρρυ τττ το τος Bids αὐτὸ τὶ 

πὶ εἰ αὐ 
τὰς ber ἢ Ἔρος ἔσται ὁ τὴν 


petal μὰν pap oR τὴν ὑγίμωι 
reas ἐπισκοπεῖν eter ἰατρός, ἀλλὰ τὴν ἀνθρώπου, μᾶλλον δ᾽ 
ἴσως τὴν τοῦδε" καθ᾽ ἕκαστον γὰρ ἰατρεύει. καὶ περὶ ul 
μὲν τούτων ἐπὶ τοσοῦτον εἰρήσθω, 

Πάλιν δ᾽ ἐπανέλθωμεν ἐπὶ τὸ ζητούμενον ἀγαθόν, τί 7 
ποτ᾽ ἂν εἴη. φαίνεται μὲν γὰρ ἄλλο ἐν ἄλλῃ πράξει καὶ 


pie, βυύλεται τῆς φύσεως ἀναπλη- | idea, Inthis ite many-sided charactor 
he would make it affiet lifo, as well as 
Meee watro:—reGeauévos] ‘And | knowledge; for by contemplation of it | 
yot it is not likely that nll artists | tho mind would become conformed to | 
should be ignorant of, and never so 
much as inquire after, so greatanaid, | LI. p. 204. d 
if really existing. But it is hard to ξ 
soo in what & weaver or carponter VIL 1 πάλιν δ' ἐπανέλθωμεν --εἴ}} . 
will be benefited with regard to their | ‘Tut let us return to the good we are” 
respective arts by knowing the abso- in search of, and ask what is its 


is 
Β 

1 

ἕ 
Ε 
3 

ἔ 

Ἄς 


having ‘the πρακτὸν ἀγαθόν 

the absolute Idea.’ It | cthics, here ‘sought for,’ from the 
has been objected that Aristotle fixes | teanscendental suprome good of mota- | 
on foo mean specimens of the arts, | physics. Failing to obtain a satisfac- 
that he might have spoken differently 
if he had sdduced the fine arts, But 
the question is, whether for pructical 
lifo the Idea, that is, n knowledge of 
‘the absolute, could be made available? 
peered yah ἐττν 
between Plato and Aristotle. ‘The 
latter seems to regani the Idea as an 
object of the speculative reason alone, 


and practical powers of man he sets a 
gulf. Plato, on the other hand, speak- 
ing without this analytical clearness, 
soems to think of the idea as an object 
for the imagination, as woll as tho 
Teason, as being an ideal as well asan 

und 


᾿οἰνίοῦ good, (1) It is τέλειον; ῷ 
Also, it must bo αὔταρκες; (3) It 
must be found in the*Epyor of man. 
(4) This Ἔργον iso rational and moral 
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λιστ᾽ εἶναι δοκεῖ" ταύτην γὰρ, ἦ 
οὐδέποτε δι᾽ ἄλλο, τιμὴν OF καὶ ν καὶ j 
ἀρετὴν αἱρούμεθα μὲν καὶ δι᾽ αὐτά (μηθενὸς pm 
voyTog ἑλοίμεθ᾽ ἂν ἕκαστον αὐτῶν), ἰνηηρκρ: καὶ 
εὐδαιμονίας χάριν, διὰ τούτων ὑπολαμβάνοντες εὐδαι “et 
σειν, τὴν δ᾽ εὐδαιμονίαν οὐδεὶς αἱρεῖται τούτων χάριν, 
οὐδ᾽ ὅλως δι᾽ ἄλλο. φαίνεται δὲ καὶ ἐκ τῆς αὐταρκείας τὸ 6 
wink συμβαίνειν" τὸ γὰρ τέλειον ἀγαθὸν αὔταρκες εἶναι 
δοκεῖ. τὸ δ᾽ αὔταρκες Ἀέγομεν οὐκ αὐτῷ μόνῳ τῷ ζῶντι 
βίον μενώτην, ἀκλὰ καὶ γονεῦσι καὶ τέκνοις καὶ γυναικὶ 
καὶ ὅλως τοῖς φίλοις καὶ πολίταις, ἐπειδὴ φύσει πολιτι- 
xbg ἄνθρωπος, τούτων δὲ ληπτέος ὅρος τις" ἐπεκτείνοντι 7 
γὰρ ἐπὶ τοὺς γονεῖς καὶ τοὺς ἀπογόνους καὶ τῶν φίλων 
τοὺς φίλους εἰς ἄπειρον πρόεισιν. ἀλλὰ τοῦτο μὲν εἰσαῦ- 
θις ἐπισκεπτέον, τὸ δ᾽ αὔταρκες τίθεμεν ὃ μονούμενον αἷρε- 
τὸν ποιεῖ τὸν βίον καὶ μηδενὸς ἐνδεᾶ' τοιοῦτον δὲ τὴν εὐδαι- 
μονίαν οἰόμεθα εἶναι. ἔτι δὲ πάντων αἱρετωτάτην μὴ 8 
συναριθμουμένην, συναριθμουμένην δὲ δῆλον ὡς αἱρετωτέραν 
μετὰ τοῦ ἐλαχίστου τῶν ἀγαθῶν " ὑπεροχὴ γὰρ ἀγαθῶν 
γίνεται τὸ προστιθέμενον, ἀγαθῶν δὲ τὸ μεῖζον αἱρετώτε- 
pov ἀεί. τέλειον δή τι φαίνεται καὶ αὕταρκες ἡ εὐδαιμονία, 


qualities are attributed to the chief | descendants and the friends of ἃ man’s 
good in the Philebue of Plato,p.20c: | friends, it will go on to infinity. But 
τὴν τἀγαθοῦ μοῖραν πότερον ἀνάγκη | this point we must consider heroafter.’ 
τέλεον ἢ μὴ τέλεον εἶναι ; πάντων δή | Man, as a social being, having been 
πὸὺ τελεώτατον, ὦ Σώκρατες. τί δέ; | represented as the contre of ἃ circle, 
ἱκανὸν τἀγαθόν; πῶς γὰρ οὔ; 7A, Αχίδιοιϊα adds we must fix somo 
6 τὸ δ' abrapres—trOpweos] ‘Wo | limit to this circle within which his 
donotapply tho term “solf-sufficioncy” | αὐτάρκεια is to radiate. He promises 
only to tho individual who leads a | ta roturn to the question. Some think 
folitary life, but in reference to parents | that this promise is fulfilled in ¢ xi. 
and children, and wifo, and in general | of this book, but perhaps Aristotle 
friends and fellow-citizons, sinés man | zither had in mind his ee > 


apparently is, that αὐτάρκεια does not 


these we must take some limit; for if 
one extends the cirele to parents and 


πράξεις, που δ᾽ 
see oe x ᾿ρέομρρ: og ὁ 
κόμαν. φαίνεταί τι ἔργο, dre rags ἀνθρώπου παρὰ 
i ταῦτα θείη τις ἂν ἔργον τι; τί οὖν δὴ τοῦτ᾽ ay 
ποτέ; τὸ μὲν γὰρ Civ κοινὸν εἶναι Φαίνεται καὶ τοῖς du- 12 
τοῖς, Laratras δὲ πὸ ἴδω ἀφοριστέον ἄρα τὴν θρεπτικὴν 
καὶ αὐξητικὴν ζωήν, ἑπομένη δὲ αἰσθητική τις ἂν εἴη, φαί- 
νεται δὲ καὶ αὕτη κοινὴ καὶ ἵππῳ καὶ Bot καὶ παντὶ 
λείπεται δὴ πρακτική τις τοῦ λόγον ἔχοντος. τούτου δὲ 13 
τὸ μὲν ες ἐπιπειθὲς λόγῳ, τὸ δ᾽ εἷς ἔχον καὶ διανοούμενον. 


to the supreme good, not meaning | Succeoding this will be a principle of 


chological 
difforent animals, and of the separate | Essay V. p. 295, "The mennings of 
parts of the body, tho existence of a word πρακτικός are (1) with a genitive 


sult;’ rv, ii. 20, ‘a work of art;" 11. ix, 13 τούτου δὲ---διανυούμενο»} With 
2,‘ labour,’ or ‘achievement.’ rogard to tho present passige, Bekker 
12 τὸ μὲν γὰρ (ῆν--- ἔχοντος] ‘Now | exhibits no variation in the MSS., and 


ὙΠ᾿ 


καλῶς, ἕκαστον δ᾽ εὖ κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν Gy 
ται" εἰ 8 οὕτω, τὸ ἀνθρώπινον ἀγαθὸν 
γίνεται κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, εἰ δὲ πλείους αἱ ἀρεταί, 
ἀρίστην καὶ τελειοτάτην. ἔτι δ᾽ ἐν βίῳ 
χελιδὼν ἔαρ οὐ ποιεῖ, οὐδὲ μία ἡμέρα" . 
μακάριον καὶ εὐδαίμονα μία ἡμέρα οὐδ᾽ iniges pe 
περιγεγράφἠω μὲν οὖν τἀγαθὸν ταύτῃ. δεῖ γὰρ ἴσως 17 
ὑποτυπῶσαι πρῶτον, εἶθ᾽ ὕστερον ἀναγράψαι. δόξειε δ᾽ -- 
dy παντὸς εἶναι προαγαγεῖν καὶ διαρθρῶσαι τὰ καλῶς 
pat ch wa καὶ ὃ χρόνος τῶν τοιούτων εὑρετὴς 
ἀγαθὸς εἶναι. ὅθεν καὶ τῶν τεχνῶν γεγόνασιν 
al ἐπιδόσεις" παντὸς γὰρ προσθεῖναι τὸ ἐλλεῖπον, μεμνῆ- 18 


showing there is nothing illogieal in 
doing so, that by taking a genus in 
its best form wo do not go off into 
another genus. 

15 ἕκαστον 8 εὖ--- ἀποτελεῖται} ‘And 
everything is well completed in accor- 
dance with its own proper excellence.’ 
Cf. Eth.u. vi, 2. This principle of 
the connexion between the proper 
fanetion of a thing and the peculiar 
law of excellence of that thing is 
bes Be Pe eee = PSS 
It is introduced here to justify the 
term war’ ἀρετήν in the definition of 
happiness. This term is not at once 
to be interpreted ‘according to virtus,’ 
which would destroy tho logical se- 
quence of tho argument. It comes in 
at first in a genoral sense, ‘according 


according to virtue,’ &e, 


τέλειος, a8 we have seon above (§ 4), 
moana ‘that which is of the nature of 


tothe proper Inwof excellence in man,’ 
whatever that may bo. 

εἰ δ' οὕτω-- τελειοτάτην] TE 90, 1 
say, it results that the good for man 
is vital action according to the law of 
excellence; and if the excellenees be 
moro than one, according to that which 
is best and most absolutely in itself 
desirable.’ Whatever awkwardness 
and strangeness there may appear in 


this attompt to zender the definition | 


of Aristotle, it will be found on con- 
sideration to approach, at all ovents, 
VOL. I, 


Ir 


an ond, ‘that which is desirable for 
its own sake.’ But nodonbt the popa- 
lar onse of the word comes in to 


good; for wo ought su 


- Honco it is, too, that 

of the arts has taken place, for every 
man can supply that which is defec- 
tivo,” From this point to the end of 


comprehensive idea, 
‘be developed and filled up (cf. a’simi- 
Jar phrase in De Gen, Anim. τι, vi. 29: 


‘ness must not be required in filling up 
the sketch. He seems here to dwell 
with some pride on the foundation he 


ν πρὸς τὰ ἐπ᾿ δοκεῖ πλεῖον. ᾿ 
ard eck sak nd ge Lieder 
ζητουμένων, . 


fact constitutes a first point and prin- | sought? But, of course, these words 
ciple.’ The bearing of this somewhat | only generalize the whole proposition 
obscure sentence teoms to be torepeat | (cf. Kt, τ. iy, 3, ἄλλοι δ' ἄλλο), 

the remark made, 1, iv. 6—7, that in ϑεωροῦνταιἾ ‘are perceived ;' ef. τι, 
morals a fact appealing to the indivi- | iii. 2, vm. iii, 5, Answering to με- 
dual consciousness has a paramount | τιέναι wo have tho torm θηρεύειν dpxds, 
validity. Just as in the other sciences | Prior Analytics, 1. xxx. 2. With § 
wo do not ask the why and wherefore πεφύκασι wo must understands passive 

of the axioms, 80 in morals we accept | infinitive, " inthe way in which they 
the facts because we feel them without 
their being demonstrated. Of. Exh. 
vi. viii. 9, 

21 τῶν ἀρχῶν δ'-- ἑπόμενα] ‘But 
of principles some are apprehended by 
induction, others by intuition, others 
by a sort of habituation of the mind, 
and, in short, different principles in 
different ways. But we mustendeavour 
to attain each in the natural way,and 
we must take all pains to haye them 
rightly dofined, for they are of great 
importance for the consequences drawn 
from them.’ ‘This digression seems 
partly suggested by the immodiately 
preceding paragraph on the relation of 
facts in morals to principles of seionce, 
partly it belongs in general to this 
part of the subject. ἀὐμοῦο hares 
laid down his ground-principle of 
ethics, makes a pause, ia which some 


ψυχιβδρνωρῇ, dog τηλρμυνταντο 
κατά γε ταύτην τὴν δόξαν παλαιὰν οὖσαν 
μένην ὑπὸ τῶν ἐρέσγενη ήτο 
τινὲς λέγονται καὶ ἐ 
περὶ ψυχὴν ἀγαθῶν γίνεται, καὶ οὐ τῶν ἐκτός. 
τῷ λόγῳ καὶ τὸ εὖ ξῆν καὶ τὸ εὖ πράττειν τὸν ᾿ 

σχεδὸν γὰρ εὐξωία τις εἴρηται καὶ εὐπραξία. φαίνεται ὃὲ ς 
καὶ τὰ ἐπιξητούμενα περὶ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ἅπανθ᾽ ὑπάρχειν 

τῷ λεχθέντι. τοῖς μὲν γὰρ ἀρετή, τοῖς δὲ φρόνησις, ἄλ- δ 


is attributed by Sextus Empiricus, 
adv, Ethieos x1. §1, to the Platonists 
and Peripateties ; but in the Hudemian 
Ethics τι, i. 1, it is spoken of as a 
popular division, καθάπερ διαιρούμεϑα. 
καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἐξωτερικοῖς Adyour, Accord~ 
ingly here Aristotle calls it ‘an ancient. 
division that is admitted by the philo- 
sophers.’ Ip is only 2s in contrast to 
σῶμα that we can venture to call ψυχή, 
‘mind.’ Our psychological words 
sro so much more definite and re- 
stricted than those of Aristotle, that 
‘we cannot hope to give a uniform ren- 
dering of terms which he employs 
in varying senses, Wo must follow 
his context, and try to catch the 
association which is for the time most 
prominent. - 

3 ὀρθῶς B—eerds] ‘And our 
definition is right in that cortain 
actions and modes of consciousness 
aro specified as the End. For thus 
it comes to be one of the goods of 
the mind, and not one of those that 
are external.’ πράξει: stand for the 
development of the moral nature 
of man, ἐνέργειαι more generally for 
the development of any part of his 
nature into consciousness, In either 
caso the man departs not out of him- 
self; the good is one existing in and 
for his mind, 

4 συνέδει--εὑπραξία] ‘And with 
our definition the saying’ (cf. Exh, x. 
iy, 2) ‘agrees that “tho happy man 
lives well and doos well.” For we have 


described happiness pretty much as a 
kind of well-living and well-doing.’ 
5. φαίνεται δὲ--λεχθέντι] + Moro- 
over tho various theories of what is 
requisite with regard to happiness 
seom all included in the definition’ 
‘Thero is πὶ sort of mixed construction 
here, ἐπιζητούμενα being used in a 
doubtful sense. Tho mewnings of the 
word ἐπιζητεῖν are: (1) to ‘require 
or ‘demand,’ vim. xiv. 3, τὸ δυνατὸν 
ἡ φιλία ἐπιζητεῖ: (2) to * search after,’ 
το Vie 15, ἀγνοεῖν καὶ pnd? vr 
(3) τὸ ' examine’ or * 
‘Vil, το, ἐπιζητοῦσι τὴν ὀρθήν. mune 
(4) to ‘question,’ like ἀπορεῖν, rx. vii, 
τι In the passage bofore us, τὰ ἐπιζῃ-. 
τούμενα partly means ' tho things do- 
manded, or thought requisite ;" partly, 
as going with περὶ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν, 
‘the discussions or investigations on 
the subject of happiness,’ The words 
δὲ καί mark a trousition from con- 


apenas 


ve δὴν 8 


λέγεται φιλοτοιοῦτος, ον ἵππος μὲν τῷ φιλί; 


ὃὲ τῷ di 


+ τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ‘xa pe ti 


φιλοδικαίῳ καὶ ὅλως τὰ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν τῷ φιλαρέτῳ. ee αὶ 
μὲν οὖν πολλοῖς τὰ ἡδέα μάχεται διὰ τὸ μὴ φύσει τοιαῦτ᾽ 
εἶναι, τοῖς δὲ φιλοκάλοις ἐστὶν ἡδέα τὰ φύσει ἡδέα. τοι- 


cannot practically exist, though it is 
not to be confounded with happiness. 

whe ἀρετὴν ἢ ἀρετήν τινα] ' Virtue 
or excellence of some sort.’ The am- 
biguity of the word ἀρετή renders it 
impossible to be translated uniformly, 
Tt comes into the EvAics with the 
genoral meaning of excellence, but 
constantly tends to restrict itself to 
human virtue, and indeed to moral 


πράξει γὰρ ἐξ ἀνάγκη! καὶ εὖ πράξει] 
Both the terms ‘ action’ and ‘well’ are 
implied in ἐνέργεια κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, Ἐδ 
πράξει, however, goes off into a diffe- 
ront train of associations, 

odra—yiyrorrai] ‘In the same 
way it is thoy who net rightly that 
atimin to the beautiful and good 
things in life.’ ὀἐκήβολον ropeats the 
metaphor of the archer, EYA, x, il, 2; 


of. Bech, Prom, 444, Eth, τ, χ, τῇ, 
The expressions here used show 
Avistotlo’s bright and enthusiastic 
feelings about the good attainable in 
life. 


11 τοῖς μὲν οὖν-.- ἡδέα] ‘Now to 
most mon thero is a senso of discord 
in their pleasures, because they are not 
naturally pleasant; but to the lovers 
of what is beautiful thoso things are 
pleasant which are naturally pleasant,’ 
τοῖς πολλοῖς is a sort of dativus com- 
modi, Tho word φιλόκαλος occurs in 
the Phedrus of Plato, whore it is suid 
that the soul which in its antenatal 
stato saw most clearly the Ideas, in 


‘one with αὶ poetic fooling and love for 
the beautiful, like the verb φιλοκαλεῖν, 


in Thucyilides, 1. δ. 40. In Aristotle 
the mesning μα moro restricted 


τὴν ἀρίστην, d 


εἴ τι ate 
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1|.-1Χ] ΠΘΙΚΩΝ ΝΙΚΟΜΑΧΕΙΏΝ I, 
Ρονίαν. ἐγών eee eral ον τος rp 
ὁμένη, καθάπερ εἴπομεν" ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἢ οὐ ἐς 
καλὰ πράττειν ἀχορήγητον ὄντα. πολλὰ μὲν yap: πράττε- 
ται, καθάπερ δ ὀργάνων, διὰ φίλων καὶ πλούτου καὶ. 
πολιτικῆς δυνάμεως" ἐνίων δὲ τητώμενοι τὸ τ6 
μακάριον, οἷον εὐγενείας εὐτεκνίας κάλλους " οὐ πάνυ γὰρ 
εὐδαιμονικὸς ὁ ὁ τὴν ἰδέαν παναίσ χης ἢ δυσγενὴς ἢ μονώτης 
καὶ ἄ ἄτεκνος, ἔτι δ᾽ ἴσως ἧττον, εἴ τῷ πάγκακοι παῖδες εἶεν 
ἢ φίλοι, ἢ ἀγαβοὶ ὄντες τεθνᾶσιν. καθάπερ οὖν εἴπομεν, 17 
ἔοικε προσδεῖσθαι | καὶ τῆς τοιαύτης εὐημερίας " ὅθεν εἰς 
ταὐτὸ τάττουσιν ἔνιοι τὴν εὐτυχίαν τῇ εὐδαιμονίᾳ, ἕτεροι 
δὲ τὴν ἀρετήν. 

"Obey καὶ ἀπορεῖται πότερόν ἐστι μαθητὸν ἢ ἐθιστὸν 9 
ἢ ἄλλως πὼς ἀσκητόν, ἢ κατά τινα θείαν ν ἢ καὶ 
διὰ τύχην παραγίνεται. εἰ μὲν οὖν καὶ τι ἐστὶ: 


crt. 15. This classification of goods— 
that " justice is most beatiful, health 


say, by analogous ‘Unless | and gives a deeper expression to all 
ἦι furnished’ or ‘equipped.’ | that is true in both of the two views, 
Cf. ry, ii. 20, 


πολλὰ μὲν γὰρ --- τεθνᾶσι») ΟΥ̓ 
Rhetoric, τ. v. 4, εἰ δῆ ἐστιν ἡ εὐδαι- 


Sd brdpyos ain@ τὰ vd beg νὰ τὰ 
ἐκτὸς ἀγαθά" ob γάρ ἐστιν ἄλλα παρὰ 
ταῦτα, Thooxpression inthe Rhetoric 
—'parts of happiness,’ is equiva- 
lent to ‘instruments’ of happiness, 
the moro accurate designation in the 


Present passage, 
17 καθάπερ οὖν---ἀρετήν) ‘As wo 
have said then, it seoms to require the 


ΙΧ, 1 ὅθεν---παραγίνεται] ‘Whence 
also the question is raised whether 
it (happiness) is to be attained by 
teaching, or habit, or any other kind 
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αὕτως, εἴπερ τὰ κατὰ φύσιν, we οἷόν re x 
οὕτω πέφυκεν. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ κατὰ τέχνην. 

αἰτίαν, καὶ μάλιστα κατὰ τὴν ἀρίστην. τὸ δὲ μέγιστον 
τύχῃ λίαν πλημμελὲς ἄν εἴη, 
συμφανὲς δ᾽ ἐστὶ καὶ ἐκ τοῦ λόγου τὸ ξητούμενον " 
ται γὰρ ψυχῆς ἐνέργεια κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν 
λοιπῶν ἀγαθῶν τὰ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἀναγκαῖον, τὰ δὲ συνεργὰ -- 


καὶ κάλλιστον exer, 


gumeut, which is stated in rather @ 
complex way, seems as follows >—‘ If 
it wore better that happiness should 
be attainabloby certain dofinite means, 
wo may conclude that it is so (be- 
cause in nature, art, and every kind 
of causation, especially in what is 
higher, things are regulated in the 
beat possible way). Βαν it is bet- 
ter, because the contrary supposition 
(namely, that the chief? good should 
depond on chance) is simply absurd 
and inconceivable’ It is an @ priori 
argument, based on a sort of natural 
optimism, on a beliof in tho fitness of 
things, We find a similar classifiea- 
tion of causes into mature, chance, and 
homan skill, Zh, m1. iii, 7, where 
howover necessity i¢ added. Cf σι, 
iv. 4. Tho ἀρίστῃ αἰτία here meant 
geoms to be virtue. Cf, Eth. 1 vi. 9, 
and De Ju, et Sen, iv. τ: κατὰ δὲ τὸν 
Adyor, ὅτι τὴν φύσιν ὁρῶμεν ἐν πᾶσιν dee 
τῶν δυνατῶν ποιοῦσαν τὸ κάλλιστον, 
7—11 The succeeding arguments 
may be briefly summed up, (2) He 
appeals to his definition of the chief 
good, that it iss certain ‘development 
and awaking of the consciousness 
under the law of virtue, and with 
certain necessary or favourable ox- 
ternal conditions,’ This definition 


and entirely a contingency or chance. 
(3) Since the chief good is the end of 
politics, whose min business it is to 
edneate and improve the citizens— 


ποιά Tig. 


pable of that which has real moral 
worth. At this point Aristotle adds 
that happinoss requii 

and e completed round of life 


4. vii. 8); at other times ape 
ite more essential and less essential 
parts, and leaves in it n ground open 


KK? 


Sy 


™- 
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[Cuar. 


8 καὶ μα πέφυκεν ὀργανικῶς. ὁμολογούμενα δὲ rar 
ἄν εἴη καὶ τοῖς ἐν ἀρχῇ τὸ γὰρ τῆς πολιτικῆς τέλος 
ἄριστον ἐτίθεμεν, αὕτη δὲ πλείστην ἐπιμέλειαν ποιεῖται τοῦ 
ποιούς τινας καὶ ἀγαθοὺς τοὺς πολίτας ποιῆσαι καὶ πρακτι- 

ᾧ κοὺς τῶν καλῶν, εἰκότως οὖν οὔτε βοῦν οὔτε ἵππον οὔτε 
ἄλλο τῶν ζῴων οὐδὲν εὔδαιμον λέγομεν " οὐδὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν 

10 οἷόν τε κοινωνῆσαι τοιαύτης ἐνεργείας, διὰ ταύτην δὲ τὴν 

αἰτίαν οὐδὲ παῖς εὐδαίμων ἐστίν" οὔπω γὰρ πρακτικὸς τῶν 

τοιούτων διὰ τὴν ἡλικίαν" οἱ δὲ λεγόμενοι διὰ τὴν ἐλπίδα 
μακαρίξζονται. δεῖ γάρ, ὥσπερ εἴπομεν, καὶ ἀρετῆς τελείας 
τι καὶ βίου τελείου. πολλαὶ γὰρ μεταβολαὶ γίνονται καὶ 
παντοῖαι τύχαι κατὰ τὸν βίον, καὶ ἐνδέχεται τὸν μάλιστ᾽ 
εὐθηνοῦντα μεγάλαις συμφυραῖς περιπεσεῖν ἐπὶ γήρως, 


a 10 


καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς ἡρωϊκοῖς περὶ Πριάμου μυβεύεται * 


δὲ 


τοιαύταις χρησάμενον τύχαις καὶ τελευτήσαντα ἀλλίως 


οὐδεὶς εὐδαιμονίζει, 
Πότερον 


ἴο chance and circumstances, which 
admits of being improved or impaired. 

ὁμολογοόμενα.---τοῖε ἐν ἄρχβ]Ί "Τὰ 
agreement with what we said at start- 
ing? Cf. x. vii, 2: Ὁμολογούμενον. 
Be τοῦτ᾽ ἂν δόξειεν εἶναι καὶ τοῖς πρό- 
Tepow καὶ τῷ ἀληθεῖ, 

Jo διὰ ταύτην μακαρίζονται] In 
Polities, 1. chap. xiii, it. is discussed, 
from a more external point of view, 
whether boys are capable of the same 
virtue in a houschold as men. To 
which the conclusion is "Ewe 3 ὁ 
sats bres, δῆλον ὅτι τούτου μὲν καὶ ἢ 
ἀρετὴ οὐκ αὑτοῦ πρὸς αὐτόν ἐστιν, ἀλλὰ 
πρὸς τὸν τέλειον καὶ τὸν ἡγούμενον 
(§ ταὴ, The boy's good qualities have 
not an independent existence; they 
only give the promise of such. The 
sentiment διὰ τὴν ἐλπίδα μακαρίζονται 
is neatly expressed by Cicoro ds Rep, 
(quoted by Servius on An, v1. 877): 
“0 Fanni, diffeilis causa laudare 
puerum : non enim res Jaudanda, sed 
apes ost, 


οὐδ᾽ ἄλλον οὐδένα ἀνθρώπων εὐδαιμο- 


11 εὐθηνοῦντα]Ὡ aliter εὐσθενοῦντα, 
Cf. Rhet. 1. ¥. 3, εὐθηνία κτημάτων 
καὶ σωμάτων, where also there is the 
vuriation εὐσθένεια. 

ἐν rots sipatkois) aliter Τρωΐκοῖε, 
Dr. Cardwell quotes Bentley,who, upon 
Callimachus, Fragm, 208, pronounces 
that ἥρωες is a false reading for Τρῶες, 
Τὰ ἡρωϊκά means ‘ the heroic legends! 


X. Tho montion of βίον τέλειος. 
und of tho Πριαμικαὶ τύχαι brings 
Aristotle now to consider the famous: 
paradox of Solon, that "πὸ one can 
be called happy as long as be lives.” 
Tho discussion of this question ix 
valuable not only for its own sako as 
acriticism wpon the old saying, -but 
a8 jntroducing a practical considera- 
tion of happinoss, and tendingto settle 
the relation to it of outward circum- 
stances, Other points of interest are 
mooted rather than set at rest. 

1 πότερον oby —droldyp] ‘Must we 
extend this farther, and eall no man 
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νιστέον ἕως av Sy, κατὰ Σόλωνα δὲ χρεὼν τέλος ὁρό 

εἰ δὲ δὴ καὶ θετέον οὕτως, dpc γε καὶ ἔστιν t 
τότε ἐπειδὰν ἀποθάνῃ; ἢ τοῦτό γε παντελῶς ἄτοπον, 
ἄλλως τε καὶ τοῖς λέγουσιν ἡμῖν ἐνέργειάν τινα τὴν εὐδαι- 
μονίαν ; εἰ δὲ μὴ λέγομεν ones τεθνεῶτα εὐδαίμονα, μηδὲ 3 
Σόλων τοῦτο βούλεται, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι τηνικαῦτα ἄν τις ἀσφαλῶς 
μακαρίσειεν ἄνθρωπον ὡς ἐκτὸς ἤδη τῶν κακῶν ὄντα καὶ 
τῶν δυστυχημάτων, ἔχει μὲν καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἀμφισβήτησιν τινα" 
δοκεῖ γὰρ εἶναί τι τῷ τεθνεῶτι καὶ κακὸν καὶ ἀῤγαθέν, εἴπερ adele 
καὶ τῷ Covers μὴ αἰσθανομένῳ δέ, οἷον τιμαὶ καὶ ἀτιμίαι 
καὶ τέκνων καὶ ὅλως ἀπογόνων εὐπραξίαι τε καὶ δυστυχίαι, 
ἀπορίαν δὲ καὶ ταῦτα παρέχει" τῷ γὰρ μακαρίως βεβιω- 4 
κότι μέχρι γήρως καὶ τελευτήσαντι κατὰ λόγον ἐνδέχεται 
πολλὰς μεταβολὰς συμβαίνειν περὶ τοὺς ἐκγόνους, καὶ 


whatever happy as long as he lives, 
but, according to Solon’s saying, look 
tothe ond? And, if we must allow 
this opinion, can we say that a man 
is happy after ho is dead?" τέλος is 
here used, not in the technical Ari- 
stotelian sense, but after the common 
usage, as in the Solonian proverb it- 
self, Thors were two ways in which 
this proverb might be understood. It 
might express : (1) Thata man is posi- 
tively happy after death. (2) That 
negatively ho now attains happinoss, 


ἢ τοῦτό γε--εὐδαιμονία»] 
surely this (the first position) is alto- 
gether absurd, expecially to us who 
define happiness to be a kind of 
actuality,’ 

3 ἔχει wly—twa] ‘Still even this 
(second way of putting it) is open 
‘to some difficulty.’ It seems not so 
sure that the dead & safo and clear 
from the changes and chances of tho 
world,—for may he not be affected by 


variance with it, and soems to imply 
a roading of καί instead of μή, His 
words aro: πάλιν δὲ οὐκ ἀρκοῦσα ἡ 
λύσις δοκεῖ. ᾿Απορία γάρ ἐστιν ἔτι, of 
λέγομεν εἶναί τι τῷ τεθνεῶτι καὶ κακόν 
τι καὶ ἀγαϑόν, καὶ αἰσϑανομένῳ δέ͵ ὥσπερ 
καὶ τῷ (avr. ‘For it is thought that 
the dead has, ay and feels too, both 
good and ovil, just as much ax the 
living.’ If the common reading be 
retained, we must suppose Aristotle 
first to have stated in the mildest form. 
the popular belief that the happiness 
of the dead is connected with the 
fortunes of his family, and afterwards 
(ἄτοπον δὲ καὶ τὸ μηδέν) to have ox- 
pressed this more strongly. In that 
case, he hereseoms to say that ordinary 
opinion ascribes happiness and misery 
‘to the dood in a figure, that is, with 
referonee to our idea of their happi- 
noss and misery ; just as good and evil 
may be ascribed to the living, who 
are unconscious of them. 

4 τῷ γὰρ--κατὰ λόγων) ‘For to 
him who has lived in felicity till old 
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τύχας πολλάκις ἀνακυκλεῖσθαι περὶ τοὺς abs 
γὰρ ὡς εἰ συνακολουθοίημεν ταῖς τύχαις, τὸν ὁ 
μονα καὶ πάλιν ἄθλιον ἐροῦμεν ee γι 
τινὰ τὸν εὐδαίμονα ἀποφαίνοντες καὶ > 
τὸ μὲν ταῖς τύχαις ἐπακολουθεῖν οὐδαμῶς οὐ γὰρ᾽ 
ἐν ταύταις τὸ εὖ ἡ κακῶς, ἀλλὰ τρισδώαιη τνύτων ὁ ἀν-.. 
θρώπινος βίος, καθάπερ εἴπαμεν, κύριαι δ᾽ εἰσὶν αἱ κατ᾽ 
ἀρετὴν ἐνέργειαι τῆς εὐδαιμονίας, αἱ δ᾽ ἐναντίαι τοῦ ἔναν- 


καὶ τῶν , ἐπιστημῶν. αὗται δοκοῦσιν εἶναι, τούτων δ᾽ αὐτῶν 
αἱ τιμιώταται μονιμώταται διὰ τὸ μάλιστα καὶ συνεχέ- 


στατὰ καταζὴν ἐν αὐταῖς 


cause fortune makes many revolutions 
around the same individuals’ Various 

of this sentimsnt are 
quoted from the Classics, The most 
beautiful is that which oocurs in Soph, 
Trachinie, 127, ἄλλ᾽ ἐπὶ πῆμα καὶ χαρὰ 


μένον] It has been remarked that 
these words form an iambic line, pro- 
bubly quoted from somo play, 

9 ἢ τὸ μὲν--- ἐναντίου] ‘Rather, 
‘to follow chances is δἸτοβοῖμοῦ a mis- 
tuke, for good or evil resides not in 
these, but human life, as we have said, 
requires them as an external con- 


roby paxaploys” τούτο γὰρ 


gevonce is to be fund ἴα bia στα ταῖς 
ception of happiness, sineo he hus 
placed it in tho individual conscious- 
μα On tent i ee ἈΘΌΟΜΕΙ 
of the man himself, 


Ε. 
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Faxes Ber br ΤΣ ἘΣ wie mito 


μὴν Ere τῷ εὐδαίμονι, καὶ 


[Caar, 
θην. ὑπάρξει 
διὰ βίου τοιοῦν 


Diagpe plasoon sloree opis καὶ θεωρήσει τὰ 


oa ἀρετήν, καὶ τὰς τύχας οἴσει κάλλιστα καὶ πάντῃ 


wave 


τως ἐμμελῶς ὅ γ' εἰς ἀληθῶς ἀγαθὸς καὶ τετράγωνος ἄνευ 
12 ψόγου. πολλῶν δὲ γινομένων κατὰ τύχην καὶ διαφερόν- 
τῶν μεγέθει καὶ μικρότητι, τὰ μὲν μικρὰ τῶν εὐτυχημάτων, 

ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τῶν ἀντικειμένων, δῆλον εἷς οὐ ποιεῖ ῥοπὴν 
τῆς ξωῆς, τὰ δὲ μεγάλα, καὶ πολλὰ γιγνόμενα μὲν εὖ μακα- 
ριώτερον τὸν βίον ποιήσει (καὶ γὰρ αὐτὰ συνεπικοσμεῖν 
πέφυκεν, καὶ ἡ χρῆσις αὐτῶν καλὴ καὶ σπουδαία γίγνεται), 
ἀνάπαλιν δὲ συμβαίνοντα θλίβει καὶ λυμαίνεται τὸ μακά- 


"Ἐνέργεια is porpetually blooming out, 
and then disappearing, the Ἕξι: 
abides, and is ever tending to re- 
produce the ἐνέργεια, Life thon may 
be regarded ss a series of vivid 
moments, with slight intervals or 
depressions between, or again, ideally, 
δὲ a vivid moment of consciousness, 
the intervals being left out of sight. 
Cf. Essay IV, p. 250, The ἐνέργεια 
thon ἐκ our life and being, and it would 
bo absurd to speak of forgetting this. 
It is ‘ more abiding than the sciences,’ 
ic, than the separate parts of know- 
ledge, which do not constitute the 
mind itsolf. The opposition here is 
not betwoen the moral and intelloctual 
ἐνέργειαι, as wo may seo from § 11, 
where it is said that ‘tho required 
stability will belong to the happy 
man, for always, or mostly, he will act 
and contemplate in accordance with 
the law of his being.” Σοφία, viewed 
ns α mood of the mind, is as abiding 
as the moral qualities, and indesd 
admits of more continuous exercise, 
Cf. Eth. x. vii. 2. 

περὶ αὐτά] (86, ἐνέργεια:), ΟΥ̓́, Eth, 
ται, xii, 2, Pol, vm. xiii. 3, where there 
oceur similar transitions to a neuter 


pronoun, 
τι δ γ᾽ ὧν ἀληθῶς ἀγαθὺς καὶ τετρά- 


Ὕωνος ἄνευ ψόγου) ‘He that is truly 
good, and foursquare without a flaw. 
‘These terms are borrowed from Simo- 
nides, They aro quoted also, and dia~ 


χαλινόν, χερσί τε καὶ ποσὶ καὶ νόῳ 
Τετράγωνον, ἄνεν ψόγον τετυγμένον, 
Cf. Rhetoric, ut. xi. 2: τὸν ἀγαθὸν 
een eee 

ἄμφω γὰρ τέλεια. Hor. Serm. τι. vii, 
86: in κοῖρφο totus, teres atque ro- 
tundus. 

12 δῆλον ὧν-- ποιήσει, κιτ.λ.} The 
distinction between ζωή and βίος is 
hardly preserved. ‘Good fortunes, if 
small, obviously do not alter the 
balance of the life and feelings, but if 
considerable, and coming in numbers, 
they will make one’s condition more 
blessed.’ Cf. EVA. tx. ix. 9, 

καὶ γὰρ αὐτὰ συνεπικοσμεῖν πέφυκε 
* For they naturally adda lustre.’ This 
is said from the practical point of view, 
which analyses happiness into the in- 
ternal mood, and the external cireum- 
stances. From the ideal point of view, 
which tukes hoppiness as a whole 
(Eth. x, vii. 8), nothing ean be addod 
to it, or make it better, 

ἀνάπαλιν δὲ--- μεγαλόψυχος] ' While 


x) ~ : 


ἔμφρονα πάσας οἰόμεθα τὰς τύ ύχας ρειν κα 
ἐκ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων ἀεὶ τὰ κάλλιστα πράττειν, pare 
καὶ στρατηγὸν ἀγαθὸν τῷ παρόντι 

πολεμικώτατα καὶ σκυτοτόμον ἐκ τῶν ἀπρηροῖς σκυτῶν 
κάλλιστον ὑπόδημα ποιεῖν" τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον καὶ τοὺς ] 
ἄλλους τεχνίτας ἅπαντας. εἰ δ᾽ οὕτως, ἄθλιος μὲν οὐδέ- 14 
ποτε γένοιτ᾽ ἂν ὃ εὐδαίμων, οὐ μὴν μακάριός γε, ἂν Πρι- 

apinais τύχαις περιπέσῃ. οὐδὲ δὴ ποικίλος γε καὶ 

Boros: οὔτε γὰρ ἐκ τῆς εὐδαιμονίας κινηθήσεται ῥᾳδίως, 
οὐδ᾽ ὑπὸ τῶν τυχόντων ἀτυχημάτων ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὸ μεγάλων καὶ 
πολλῶν, ἔκ τε τῶν τοιούτων οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο πάλιν εὐδαίμων 
ἐν ὀλίγῳ χρόνῳ, ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ, ἐν πολλῷ τινὶ καὶ τελείῳ, 


felicity, by introducing pains, andoften 
hindering the play of the mind. But 
nevertheless, evon in these, what is 
beautiful shines out, when one bears 
casily many and great misfortunes, 
not from insonsibility, bat from being 
ofa noblo and magnanimous nature,’ 
In this place, and in Eth. mr. ix. 4 
(where be describes the brave man 


* And after such ho μάκαρ το αγτει 
come happy in a short tims, but if wt 


τοῦδ, Sor he spill never ἄν what ἐν 
hateful and moan. “μακάριος, which 
is used and cleowhero, 
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His fut, οὕτω ΣΤΟΝ φίλους ὁμοίως ἅπαν- 
τας, διαφέρει δὲ τῶν παθῶν ἕκαστον περὶ ζῶντας ἢ τελευ- 4 
τήσαντας συμβαίνειν πολὺ μᾶλλον ἢ τὰ παράνομα καὶ δεινὰ 
προὔπάρχειν ἐν ταῖς τραγῳδίαις ἢ πράττεσθαι, συλλογι- 
στέον δὴ καὶ ταύτην τὴν διαφοράν, μᾶλλον δ᾽ ἴσως τὸ 5 
διαπορεῖσθαι περὶ τοὺς κεκμηκότας εἴ τινος ἀγαθοῦ κοινω- 
νοῦσιν ἢ τῶν ἀντικειμένων" ἔοικε γὰρ ἐκ τούτων εἰ καὶ 


χαριοῦνται, ἀλλ᾽ εἴ τις ἔστι τοῖς τέτε- 
λευτηκόσιν αἴσϑησις τῶν (ώντων͵ οὕτως 
ἀχάριστοι εἶεν ἂν μάλιστα, κατιλ. 

3-- εἰ ] There ἰδ a 
sone eeeile εν δή, (οι ata 
δέ, Tho apodosis to 
γιστέον δή. ponent οὐτρ 


light and heavy; (2) between those, 
of whatever kind, happening in our 
lifetime and after our death, *If, then, 
it is the samo caso with regard to the 
misfortunes attaching to the cirele of 
one’s frionds as it is with those attach- 
ing to oneself, namoly, that some have 
a certain weight and influonee upon 
life, while others seem lightor; and if, 
aguin, thero is ἃ diffrence between 
tho impression made by events on the 
living and on the dead far greater 
than that between crimes and horrors 


presentation of horrors, or the mention 
of thom, ns * presupposed,’ and dono 
off the stage. Ἔτι δας prin- 


{We must conelude;’ else the same 


proposition would form both the pre- 
mises and the conclusion; but ‘we 
must take account of, ie, wo must 
make ‘this difference’ part of the 
premisos we have to go upon in all 
reasonings about the dead. The word 


fhot that a question is ciledatrad the 
dead, a8 to whother they share at allin 
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ΟΥ̓ΡᾺ 
Sori pcs pooh pane 4 1: 4 Sony dea SO 
ἁπλῶς 
ΩΣ: cai ὥστε μὴ rsa Pear dosh τοὺς 
6 ἴσθαι τὸ μακάριον. 
οὐδ πα μα eens pda κενμηκόσιν αἱ oes 
ξίαι τῶν φίλων, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ αἱ δυσπραξίαι, τοιαῦτα δὲ 
> καὶ τηλικαῦτα ὥστε μήτε ae oe 
παιεῖν pir’ ἄλλο τῶν τοιούτων μηδέν. 
Διωρισμένων ὃὲ τούτων ἐκισκεψωμεθα περὶ τῆς εὐδαι- 
μονίας πότερα τῶν ἐπαινετῶν ἐστὶν ἢ μᾶλλον τῶν τιμίων" 
2 δῆλον γὰρ ὅτι τῶν γε δυνάμεων οὐκ ἔστιν. Φαίνεται δὴ 


δέ ἐστι σκέψασθαι εἰ κοινωνοῦσιν, κιτιλ, 
But against it these appear to be con- 
clusive reasons: (1) The authority of 
‘MSS, (2) Wo should expect διαπορεῖν, 
and that the sentence should stand 
μᾶλλον δ' ἴσως τόδε δεῖ διαπορεῖν, 
(3) The alteration would really alter 
and spoil the context, Aristotle does 
not say ‘Perhaps after all we had 
better start the question anew, who- 
ther the dead are conscious of events.’ 
‘This would contradict § 6, He only 
says, ‘ While granting the hypothesis 
that they do feel, wo must take into 
account the element of doubt which 
still continues to attach to the subject.’ 

6 This section was pronounced sus- 
pect by Vietorius on account of its 
being a more repetition and summing 
up of former conclusions, He says 
it is wanting in somo MSS., and that 
it may be a scholium, though ἃ very 
old one, In favour of its genuinoness 
‘we may urge that it is quite in Ari- 
stotle’s manner. Cf. Eth, τὴ, ν, 22. 
It is found in all Bekker's MSS., with 
the exception of the words τῶν φίλων, 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ αἱ δυσπραξίαι ; which are 
omitted in two, the omission being 
obviously duo to tho similarity of 
εὐπραξίαι and δυσπραξίαι. It is also 
recognised by the Paraphrast and 
Enstratins, 

- 


tho admirable or the praiseworthy ? is 
one that appears of little ethical in- 
torest, to have no important. scientific 
bearing, in short, to degenerate into a 
sort of trifling. Aristotle, however, 
who aims at verbal precision and dis- 
tinctness, and again, who wishes to 
reconcile his theory with all questions, 


question ng 
the Inst of that series of collateral 
questions growing out of his defi- 
nition of happiness. It is answored 
by being stated ; for the Chief Good 
and the Absolutely Desirable must 
necessarily be above praise, which is 
only given to the relatively, not to 


τὸν ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὴν ν ἐπαινοῦμεν διὰ τὰς πὶ 
το νας wo don τὸν δρομικὸν καὶ τῶν 


δόν:τι καὶ! απουδαῖϊόν, δῆλον δὲ τοῦτο καὶ ἐκ ae 
τοὺς θεοὺς ἐπαίνων" γελοῖοι yap φαίνονται πρὸς ἡμᾶς 
ἀναφερόμενοι, τοῦτο δὲ συμβαίνει διὰ τὸ γίνεσθαι τοὺς 
ἐπαίνους δι᾽ ἀναφορᾶς, ὥσπερ εἴπαμεν. εἰ δ ἐστὶν ὁ! 
ἔπαινος τῶν ee δῆλον ὅτι τῶν ἀρίστων οὐκ ἔστιν 


ee τοὺς θειοτάτους cue ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τῶν 

ἀγαθῶν" οὐδεὶς γὰρ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ἐπαινεῖ ngs ΤΣ τὸ 

δίκαιον, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς θειότερόν τι καὶ βέλτιον μακαρίξει. 

δὲ καὶ Εὔδοξος καλῶς συνηγορῆσαι περὶ τῶν yale 

ἡδονῇ" τὸ yap μὴ ἐπαινεῖσθαι τῶν ἀγαθῶν οὖσαν μηνύειν | 
ᾧετο ὅτι κρεῖττόν ἐστι τῶν ἐπαινετῶν, τοιοῦτον δ᾽ εἶναι 

τὸν Osby καὶ τἀγαθόν" πρὸς ταῦτα γὰρ καὶ τἄλλα ἀνα- ] 
φέρεσθαι, ὁ μὲν γὰρ ἔπαινος τῆς ἀρετῆς" πρακτικοὶ» 


divided into praiseworthy and admi- | Eth. x. vill. 7, Hence, in the ‘Te 
rable. There is a complete commen- | Dewi keudansus,' laudare is used in w 
tary on the present passage to be | different βουβὸ from ἐπαινεῖν, 

found in the Magna Moralia, τ, ii. 1: διὰ τὸ γίνεσθαι τοὺς ἐπαίνους By 


Ἔστι γὰρ τῶν ἀγοδῶν τὰ μὲν τίμα, τὰ | ς Boned δέ-- ἀιαρέρῥσδεῆ, (Now 
δ' ἐπαινετά, τὰ δὲ δυνάμεις. τὸ δὲ τίμιον | Eudoxus also seems to have well 
λέγω τὸ τοιοῦτον, τὸ θεῖον, τὸ βέλτιον, pleaded the claims of pleasure to the 


rational or appetitive, (3) the purely 
rational. The first being excluded 
from all share in virtue, or human 
excellence properly fo called; the 
second is considered the sphere of 
morul, and the third that of intellec- 
tual virtue. Thia division regulates 


the methodical arrangement of the | 


Ethics. Also it may be mid to have 
regulated almost all subsequent human 
thought on moral subjects. On Ari- 
stotle’s general philosophy of the ψυχή 


to tho laws’ As wo find in Plato 
ἀλήθεια is the quality most charncter- 
istie of tho Ideas, so κατ᾽ ἀλήθειαν. 
here implies » thing being absolutely, 
dooply, ossentially what it is to the ex- 
clusion of all mere seoming. The con- 
trist hero would be to those πρακτικοὶ 
πολιτικοί mentioned Evi, vi. viii. 2. 
Also to thoso historical nnd eminent 
statesmen whom Plato attacks in the 
Gorgias, p. 515 Ὁ δᾷ., ΒΒ haying been 
entirely devoid of this object—making 


3 παράδειγμα δὲ---γεγένηνται] " Δα 
an instance of this we have the Inw- 
givers of the Cretans and Lacodsemo- 
ions, and if there have been any 
others such like.’ Aristotle seems to 
havo inhorited the preferences felt by 
Pilato and by Socrates for the Spartan. 
constitution ; not so much as a his- 
torical fact, but rather as a philoso- 
phical idea, It presented the scheme 
of an entire education for the citizens, 


excluded, 
7 εἰ δὲ ταῦϑ'--ἰατρικῆ!] ‘Dut if 
this be so, it is plain that the politician, 
must know in ἃ woy the natury of the 
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[Cuar. 


ἔχει, δῆλον ἔτι δεῖ τὸν πολιτικὸν εἰδέναι wag τὰ περὶ 


ψυχήν, ὥσπερ καὶ τὸν 


εὖσοντα καὶ πᾶν 


ἘῸΝ καὶ eee et enero ere H πολιτικὴ 
τῆς τρικῆς. τῶν τρῶν οἱ χαρίεντες πολλὰ πραγμα- 
ἃ τεύονται ἜΞΩ τὴν τοῦ ie peat τοὶ θεωρητέον δὴ καὶ 
τῷ πολιτικῷ περὶ ψυχῆς, θεωρητέον δὲ τούτων χάριν, καὶ 
ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ἱκανῶς ἔχει πρὸς τὰ ξητούμενα: τὸ γὰρ ἐπὶ 


πλεῖον ἐ οὖν 
, = ἐργωδ 


δὲ περὶ αὐτῆς καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἐ 


ἔστερον. ἴσως ὁ ἐστὶ τῶν προκειμένων. 


ξωτερικοῖς λόγοις 


ἔνια, καὶ χρηστέον αὐτοῖς, οἷον τὸ μὲν ἄλογον 


ἀρκούντως 
τὸ αὐτῆς εἶναι, τὸ δὲ λόγον ἔχον. 


ταῦτα δὲ πότερον διώρι- 


σται καθάπερ τὰ τοῦ σώματος μόρια καὶ πᾶν τὸ μεριστόν, 
ἢ τῷ λόγῳ δύο ἐστὶν ἀχώριστα πεφυκότα καθάπερ ἐν τῇ 
περιφερείᾳ τὸ κυρτὸν καὶ τὸ κοῖλον, οὐδὲν διαφέρει πρὸς 


internal principle, justas he who isto 
cure the eyes must know also the whole 
body. And this holds good the more 
in proportion as Politics is higher and 
botter than medicine.’ A different 
interprotation is given by somo com- 
montators; thus Argyropulus, follow- 
ing tho scholium of Bustratius, trans- 
lntes: ‘Quemadmodum οἱ cum, qui 
curoturas est oonlos totumquo corpus, 
do ipsis scire oportet ;’ as if the ana- 
logy between the ἰατρός and tho πο- 
λιτικός wore this, that they both are 
eoncerned to know the nature of that 
which they propose to benefit. The 
Paraphrast, however, takes itas above, 
referring καὶ πᾶν σῶμα not to Sepa- 
πεύσοντα but to δεῖ εἰδέναι, That this 
is the true interpretation is rendered 
almost certain by ἃ passage in Plato 
(Charimides, p. 156 5), from which the 
presont comparison was in all proba- 
Dility taken; ἀλλ' ὥσπερ tows ἤδη καὶ 
σι ἀκήκοας τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἰατρῶν, ἐπειδάν 
τὸς ὁ αὐτοῖς προσέλθῃ τοὺς ὑφθαλμοὺς 
αλγῶν, λέγουσί που, ὅτι οὐχ οἷόν τε 
αἱ τοὺς μόνου: ἐπιχειρεῖν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς 
Raat, ἀλλ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον εἴη ἅμα καὶ τὴν 
κεφαλὴν δεραπεύειν, εἰ μέλλοι καὶ τὰ 


τῶν ὀμμάτων εὖ ἔχειν" καὶ αὖ τὸ τὴν 
κεφαλὴν οἴεσθαι ἄν ποτε θεραπεῦσαι 
αὑτὴν ἐφ' ἑαυτῆς ἄνευ ὅλου τοῦ σώματος 
πολλὴν ἄνοιαν εἶναι, The general sense 
here evidently is that as the oculist 
must know to a certain extent the rest 
of the body, so the politician, who has 
not by any means to deal with the 
whole of the ψυχή, must yot, in somo 
monsure, know its entire nature, This 


internal principle, and we will avail 
ourselves of them; as, for instance, 
that part of it is irrational and part 
rational.’ For sn account of the 
ἐξωτερικοὶ λόγοι, and for arguments 
showing that they do not designate αὶ 
separate class of Aristotle's own works, 
seo Appendix B to Essays. 

10 ταῦτα δὲ--- παρόν] ‘But whether 
theso are divided like the limbs of the 
body, and all other divisible matter, 


riers es nary i 
τι ἐν τοῖς ἐμβρύοις, + ν δὲ ταὶ 
renal παντὶ γὰρ ὁ daa "ἘΞ 
οὖν τι καὶ οὐκ ἀνθρωπίνη Φαίνεται 
γον ταὶ ᾿ἰρερεϑορεν, μάλιστα τὸ μὐ μελαθιε δννο 
δύναμις αὕτη, ὁ δ᾽ ἀγαθὸς καὶ κακὸς ἥκιστα διάδηλοι walt 


, ὕπνον, ὅθεν φασὶν οὐδὲν διαφέρειν τὸ ἥμισυ τοῦ βίου τοὺς 


εὐδαίμονας τῶν ἀθλίων. συμβαίνει δὲ τοῦτο εἰκότως" ἀρ- 13 


γία γάρ ἐστιν ὁ ὕπνος τῆς ψυχῆς ἢ λέγεται σπουδαία καὶ 


φαύλη, πλὴν εἴ πῃ κατὰ μικρὸν 


διικνοῦνταί τινες τῶν κινή- 


σεων, καὶ ταύτῃ, βελτίω γίνεται τὰ φαντάσματα bee imi. 


or whether they are only distinguish- 
able in conception, while in nature 
they are inseparable, like the concave 
and convex in the circumference of 
8 circle, makes no difference for our 
present purpose,’ The above-men- 
tioned division of the ψυχή, which is 
attributed to Plato, Megna Moralia, 
1 i. 7, is attacked by Aristotle, De 
Animd, 1, ν. 26, and again, more de- 
finitely, De Animd, un. ix, 3. He hero 
avails himeelf of it as popularly true, 


tinction and not a division, 


reason, but the lower modes of it are 
necessary conditions to the higher, 
and exist in them. So Dryden says 
(Palawon and <Arcite, m. sub fin.) 
that man is 


* First vegotivo, then fedls, and reasons 
tk " 


Rich of three souls, and lives all three 
to waste." 


12—13 ‘Now excellence in this 


Bris 


ἀνδρείου πάντα γὰρ ὁμοῷω! aalverces δὴ 18 
καὶ τὸ ἄλογον διττόν, τὸ οὐδαμῶς 
possesses reison, for this exhortsthem 1 of moral Aristotle's 
rightly, and to what is best; but | purpose is to ‘the existence 
thero appears also to be something | of a principle, μετόχον λόγου, which 
olse in them besides the reason, which | is to be the sphere of the practical 


fights and strives aguinst the reason. | virtues. This he exhibits in the case 
For just as paralysed limbs of the | of the continent and incontinent (i.e, 
body, when wo mean to more them | man in a state of moral conilict) as 
to the right, go in the opposite diree- | opposing and fighting agninst tho 
tion to the left, soit is with the mind. | reason, This is given as a fact of 
For the tendencies of tho incontinent | nature, This samo fiet viewed from. 
are in the opposite direction to reason. | the side of personal repentance might 
Tn the body πὸ δὲ the false movement, | be well expressed in the language of 
but with regard to the mind wedonot | St. Paul, Bofore attributing any- 
‘soe it, But perhaps not the lossought | thing like the above-mentioned doc- 
weto believe that there is in the mind | trine to Aristotle, we should require 
something besides the reason which i | to cxamino the whole bearing of his 
opposed to it, and goes against it.’ | moral theories, instead of dociding 
Zoll mentions a conjecture, τοῦ γὰρ | from an isolated passage. 

ἐγκρατοῦς καὶ εὐκρατοῦς. But a slight 17 πῶ: δ' ἕτερον͵ οὐδὲν διαφέρει] 
consideration of the context shows | This shows that Aristotle does not 
that no change is raquired. It has | propose here to seok deeply for the 
been said that this passage exhibits | rationale of these phenomena in our 


the doctrine of ‘human corruption’ | moral nature. 


To say this introduces a set of asso- ἔτι 3 ἴσως--λόγῳ] ‘And perhaps 
ciations foreign to Aristotle, Ari- | it is still more obedient in the tempo. 
stotle’s remark (1) does not gosodeep | rate and the brave. For in them all 
as to the contrast betwoen sin and | things are in harmony with reason,” 
holiness, purity and corruption: (2) | In Book vit, the ἐγκρατής, who main- 


it does not point out a radical and | tains virtue by a conflict, is opposed 


incurable defect in the whole race af | 
‘man; on the contrary, he says pre- 


; 
' 
i 
[ 
i 


on 
κοινωνεῖ λόγου, τὸ δ᾽ ἐπιθυμητικὸν καὶ ὅλως ὀρεκτικὸν 
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πῶς, ἢ κατήκοόν ἐστιν αὐτοῦ καὶ πειθαρχικόν, 
ΠῚ καὶ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τῶν φίλων φαμὲν ἔχειν λόγον, 


καὶ οὐχ ὥσπερ τῶν τικῶν, ὅτι δὲ πείθεταί πως 
ὑπὸ λόγου τὸ », μηνύει καὶ ἡ νουβέτησις καὶ πᾶσα 
το ἐπιτίμησίς τε καὶ παράκλησις. εἰ δὲ χρὴ καὶ τοῦτο φάναι 


λόγον ἔχειν, διττὸν ἔσται καὶ τὸ λόγον ἔχον, τὸ μὲν κυρίως 
20 καὶ ἐν αὑτῷ, τὸ δ᾽ ὥσπερ τοῦ πατρὸς ἀκουστικόν τι. Bio 
ρίξεται δὲ καὶ ἡ ἡ ἀρετὴ κατὰ τὴν διαφορὰν ταύτην " λέγο- 
μὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν τὰς μὲν διανοητικὰς τὰς Ot ἠθικάς͵ σοφίαν 
μὲν καὶ σύνεσιν καὶ φρόνησιν διανοητικάς, ἐλευθεριότητα δὲ 


καὶ σωφροσύνην ἠθικάς. λέγοντες γὰρ περὶ τοῦ ἤθους οὐ 


18 τὸ δ' ἐπιθυμητικὸν---μαθημα- 
τικῶν} ‘ But the appetitive part, and 
gonorally speaking that which dosires, 
in a way partakes of reason, inns- 
much as it is sulject and obedient to 
it. In like manner we spenk of “ pay- 
ing attention to” ono’s fathor or one’s 
friends, not in the same sense a8 wo 
spoak of “paying attention to” mathe- 
matics! “Exar λόγον or μετέχειν 
Aéyou must be ssid of tho passions in 
a different way from that in which it 
is said of the rational part of our 
nature, Aristotle illustrates this by 
adducing tho use of ἔχειν λόγον with 
8 genitive, which exhibits alsoa shade 
of variety in the meaning. With 
ἔχειν λόγον πατρός, cf. Eurip. dlces- 
tis, 51, ἔχω λόγον δὴ καὶ προθυμίαν 
σέθεν. The passions are like the slave, 
‘as defined in Politics τιν, 9: Ἔστι γὰρ 
φύσει δοῦλος ὁ κοινωνῶν λόγον τοσοῦτον, 
ὅσον αἰσθάνεσθαι ἀλλὰ μὴ ἔχειν, 

τῶν μαϑηματικῶν} here apparently 
means, not ‘the mathematicians,’ as 
Eth. 1, iii. 4, but ‘ mathematics,’ as vi. 
viii, 9, So it ἐκ taken by the Para- 
phrast: διττῶς δὲ λέγεται τὸ λόγον 
μετέχειν καθάπερ καὶ τὺ λόγον ἔχειν, 
Λέγομεν γὰρ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τῶν φίλων» 
λόγον ἔχειν, τὸ ἐπιστρέφεσθοι πρὸς αὖ- 


καὶ ἐπιστήμην αὑτῶν ἔχειν, Partly 
there is a play on the words Adyor 
ἔχειν, which it is impossible to trans- 
late; and partly there is an analogy 
between the obedience of the pnasions 
to the reason and the submission ono 
pays to the advice of others; and, on 
the other hand, between the purely 
intellectual process of mathematical 
stady and the independent action of 
the reason itself. 

20 διορίζοται---λέγομεν͵ " Accord- 
ing to this division also is human 
excellence divided. For we speak of 
intellectual excellences, and moral 
excellences; philosophy, intelligence, 
and thought being intellectual, libe- 
rality and temperance moral. For 
when speaking of the moral character 
wedo not say that aman is philosophic 
or intelligent, but that he is gentle or 
temporate : yet we praise the philoso- 
phic man also, with regard to his 
state of mind, and praiseworthy states 
of mind we call excellenees,’ The old 
diffieulty of translating loss 
ancient words into more 
modern ones occurs q 
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λέγομεν ὅτι σοφὸς ἢ συνετὸς ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι πρᾶος | σώφρων, 
Of ἐπαινούμεν δὲ καὶ τὸν σοφὸν κατὰ τὴν ἕξιν " τῶν ἕξεων δὲ 
τὰς ἐπαινετὰς ἀρετὰς λέγομεν. 


is founding the distinction between the 
Intellectual and the Moral which has 
lasted ever since. Bat he uses the 
word ἀρετή as applicable to both 
spheres, whereas the instinct of men, 
whether rightly or wrongly, inclines 
to confine the name of virtue and the 
award of praise to the moral side,— 
to acta or states in which the will is 
prominently exerted. On this point 
we can trace a progress even in the 
Peripatetic school, for while the sen- 


tence ἐπαινοῦμεν δὲ καὶ τὸν σοφόν is 
repeated in the Zudemian Ethics (τι. i. 
18), it is corrected in the Magna 
Moralia (1. v. 3), κατὰ γὰρ ταύτας 
ἐπαινετοὶ λεγόμεθα, κατὰ δὲ τὰς τοῦ 
τὸν λόγον ἔχοντος οὐδεὶς ὀπαινεῖται" 
οὔτε γὰρ ὅτι σοφός, οὐδεὶς ἐπαινεῖται, 
οὔτε ὅτι φρόνιμος, οὐδ' ὅλως κατά τι τῶν 
τοιούτων οὐθέν. The last line in the 
first Book contains an anticipation of 
much that is demonstrated in Books 
ΤΙ. and LI. 
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whole conception of Book VI. seems to belong to a later develop- 
ment of the Psychology of Aristotle, whether due to himself or to 
his school. Other marks of crudeness in detail will be adverted to 
in the notes, At the same time it would be unjust not to recognise 
the analytic penetration exhibited by Aristotle in the different parts 
of his theory of Virtue. The merit of this theory can only be ap- 
preciuted by a comparison with the results which had been previously 
arrived at, as they exhibit themselves in Plato. 


Cuar, 1.7 


from physical faculties in that the 
former sro developed out of acts, and 
do not merely find a development in 
acts. (3) The whole idea of logis- 
lation is based on the supposition 
that virtue may be cultivated. (4) 
The analogy of the arts shows that 
out of practice grows perfection. 
We need only compare the theory 
of virtue in this book with the dis- 
cussions in the Meno of Plato, to see 
how immensoly moral philosophy had 


πταετ Ἔπεῖν 9 ‘Therefore the 
virtues arise in us neither by nature, 
nor agninst noture, but on the one 
hand we have ἃ natural capacity of 
receiving them, and on the other hand 
we are only made perfeet by habit.’ 
(Cf. BYh, v1. xiii, 1—2, on the relation 
of φυσικὴ ἀρετή to κυρία ἀρετή.) It 
may be well, for the sake of clearness, 
to collect here some of the chief ap- 
ee ee oe 
subjects in Aristotle, without going 
into the deeper philosophy of his con- 
ception of φύσιν in relation to God, 
&e, φύσι: is defined (Metaph, tv, iv. 
8) us ἡ οὐσία ἡ τῶν ἐχόντων ἀρχὴν 
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λίθος φύσει κάτω Φερόμενος οὐκ dv ἐθισθείη ἄνω, 
σθαι, οὐδ᾽ dy μυριάκις αὐτὸν ἐθίξῃ τις ἄνω ῥίπτων, ι 
τὸ πῦρ κάτω, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλο οὐδὲν τῶν ἄλλως τεφυκότων ἄλλαρ, 
ἂν ἐθισθείη, οὔτ᾽ ἄρα φύσει οὔτε παρὰ φύσιν ἐγγίνονται 3 
al dperai, da08 wedunbe by ἡμῖν ΜξαΣ τα 


αὐτάς, τελει- 


which is nothing ἀχέοτηδὶ, but in the 
things themselves, From this general 
conception, we see the term applied in 
various ways. 


1. φύσιν donotes the self-produced, 
or self-producing, principle, opposed 
especially to that which is produced 
by the intelligence or will of man: 
thus to art (EtA. vi. iv. 4) or to the 
moral will, care, or cultivation (x. ix, 
6). It is that for which we are irre- 
sponsible (ibid.), τὸ μὲν οὖν τῆς φύσεως 
δῆλον ds οὐκ ἐφ᾽ ἡμῖν ὑπάρχει. That 
which comes of itself (v1. xi. 6), ἥδε 
ἢ ἡλικία νοῦν ἔχει καὶ γνώμην, ὧς τῇς 
φύσεως αἰτίας οὔσην. That which is 
innate, and out of the sphere of the 
will, (v1. xiii. 1), πᾶσι γὰρ δοκεῖ ἕκαστα 
τῶν ἠθῶν ὑπάρχειν φύσει πων. (τι, τ. 
18), τὸ τέλος φύσει ἢ ὅπως δήποτε 
φαίνεται It is opposed to habit, as 
the original tendency to that which is 
Sener (vit, x. 4) ῥᾷον Mos 

μετακιγνῆσαι φύσεως, Also, to tho τον 
sult of circumstances, (U1. v.15) τυφλῷ 
φύσει ἢ ἐκ νόσου ἢ ἐκ πληγῆν. 

ΤΙ. From the idea of the self-causod 
(xaé’ αὐτό), it comes to mean that 
which ix under α fixed law opposed to 
the variable, (v. vii. 2) τὸ μὲν φύσει 
ἀκίνητον. Or, to the arbitrary and 
conventional, (1, iii, 2) νόμῳ μόνων, 
φύσει δὲ μή. ‘The absolute opposed 
to the relative, (mm. iy, 3) τὸ φύσει. 
βουλητόν. 


ILL It means not only # law, but, 
also a tendency, as v. vii, 4, φύσει ἦ 
δεξιὰ κρείττων, 

IV. The character and attributes 
of a thing, whethar good or bad, 
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pe ἀγαθὴ φαύλης. 
αὐτῶν καὶ γίνεται πᾶσα ἀρετὴ καὶ φθείρεται, 
καὶ τέχνη " ἐκ γὰρ τοῦ κιθαρίζειν καὶ οἱ ἀγαθοὶ wal al 
κακοὶ γίνονται κιθαρισταί, ἀνάλογον δὲ καὶ οἱ οἰκοδόμοι 
καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ πάντες" ἐκ pis γὰρ τοῦ εὖ οἰκοδομεῖν ἀγα- 
Gob οἰκοδόμοι ἔσονται, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ κακῶς κακοί, εἰ γὰρ μὴ 7 
οὕτως εἶχεν, οὐδὲν ἂν ἔδει τοῦ διδάξηντος, ἀλλὰ πάντες ἂν 
ἐγίνοντο ἀγαθοὶ ἢ κακοί. οὕτω δὴ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀρετῶν 
ἔχει" πράττοντες γὰρ τὰ ἐν τοῖς συναλλάγμασι τοῖς 
πρὸς τοὺς ἀνθρώπους γινόμεθα οἱ μὲν δίκαιοι οἱ δὲ ἄδικοι; 
πράττοντες δὲ τὰ ἐν τοῖς δεινοῖς καὶ ἐθιξζόμενοι φοβεῖσθαι 
ἢ θαρρεῖν οἱ μὲν ἀνδρεῖοι οἱ δὲ δειλοί, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ 
περὶ τὰς ἐπιθυμίας ἔ, ἔχει καὶ τὰ περὶ τὰς ὀργάς" οἱ μὲν 
γὰρ σώφρονες καὶ πρᾶοι γίνονται, οἱ δ᾽ ἀκόλαστοι καὶ, ea 
3 ὀργίλοι, οἱ μὲν ἐκ τοῦ οὑτωσὶ ἐν αὐτοῖς ἀναστρέφεσθαι, of no ang 
δὲ ἐκ τοῦ οὑτωσί. καὶ ἑνὶ δὴ λόγῳ ἐκ τῶν ὁμοίων ἕνερ- 
γειῶν αἱ ἕξεις γίνονται. διὸ δεῖ τὰς ἐνεργείας ποιὰς ἀπο- 8 


ἯΙ 


extents 


6 ἔτι ἐκ---κιθαρισταί) * Again, every 
virtue, as well us every art, is pro- 
duced out of and by the same things 
that destroy it; for itis by playing on 


quite admitted in the New Tost., soo | 


the harp that both good and bad 
playors are formed.” 

ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν] ie. the circumstances 
and acta aro generically the samo, 
only differing a8 to well and ill, 
‘The doctrine here stated is no doubt 
true, with an addition, For it must 
not be supposed that all mon start 
equal, either as artists or in morals, 
‘What is it that determines tho well or 
ill of the first essays in art or in 
action? In the one case we say 
genius, talent, aptitude, or the re- 
verse; in the other easo, εὐφυΐα or 
the natural bent of tho charscter as 
modified by cireumstances. Such o 
difference between man and man is 


out of corresponding acts.’ This ix 
Aristotle's famous doctrine of habit, 
to appreciate the importance of which, 
wo must think of it not as a philo- 
sophic or even a8 # practical doctrine 


own time, We can seo that it arose 
in his mind from a combination of 
his 


possible to explain the formation of 
virtue, just as he does the existence 
of the world. In oach act and mo- 


ΓΝ 


ῥηθήσεται δ᾽ ὕστερον 


καὶ οὐκ ἀκ; 


περὶ αὐτοῦ, καὶ τί ἐστιν ὁ ὀρθὸς, 
γος, καὶ πῶς ἔχει ἐκτὸς tae 2g dpkg. ἐκεῖνο. 

ὃ » ὅτι πᾶς ὃ περὶ τῶν 

ριβῶς ὀφείλει λέγεσθαι, 5 
εἴπομεν ὅτι κατὰ τὴν ὕλην οἱ λόγοι ἀπαιτητέοι " τὰ δ' ἐν 


λόγος, 
ὥσπερ καὶ κατ᾽ 


ταῖς πράξεσι καὶ τὰ συμφέροντα οὐδὲν ἑστηκὺς ἔχει, ὥσπερ 


would mean, ‘must stand over, snd 
it would be taken in close connection 
with ῥηθήσεται 8 ὕστερον. But the 
authority of Bekker, and the usage of 
Aristotle, seem sufficient to establish 
ὑποκείσθω. Of. Eth. a. iii, 6, v. i, 3, 
Rhet, τ. xi 1: ὑποκείσθω 8 ἡμῖν εἶναι. 
σὴν ἡδονὴν κίνησίν τινα τῆς ψυχῆς. 
Pol. vu. i, 13: νῦν δὲ ὑποκείσθω 
τοσοῦτον, KITA. 

κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν Adyar] We find the 
phrase ὀρθὸς λόγον occasionally oceur- 
ring in Plato, thus Phado, p. 73 a, it 


ὀρθὺς Adyos, where it means ‘a sound 
understanding,’ In the same dialoguo, 
P94 A, it occurs with the signification 
‘sound reasoning.’ κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν 
Adyow κακίας οὐδεμία ψνχὴ μεθέξει, 
εἴπερ ἁρμονία ἐστίν, Elsowhore λόγος. 
is found joined with φρόνησις. Cf. 
Repub, 1x, p. 582 4, ἐμπειρίᾳ καὶ 
φρονήσει καὶ λόγψ, It is easy to soe 
that ὀρθὸς λόγος wns in Plato a floating 
idea; in Aristotle it is passing into a 
fixed idea, as is the case with many 
other terms of psychology and morals, 
But even in Aristotle something in- 
definite must still attach to a word 
used in such & variety of kindred 
sonsesas λόγος is. _Ttmeans‘ argument’ 
(Eth, x, ἢ, 1, ἐκιαστεύοντο δ' of λόγοι, 
1. ¥. 8, πολλοὶ λόγοι), ' inference,’ op- 
posed to intuition (v1. viii, 9, ὧν οὐκ 
ἔστι λόγον), ‘ xatio’ (σὴν, 2, κατὰ σὸν 


ὑπὸ τοῦ λόγον διορίζεται, τι. vi. 7, τὸν 


to the train of associations which 


Bepyntiis) ‘Now the actions and 
the interests of men exhibit no fixed 
ralc, any more than the conditions of 
health do. And if this is tho caso 
with the universal theory, still mare 
is the theory of particular acts ineapa- 
ble of being exactly fixed, for it falls 
under tho domain of no art or regimen, 
but the actors themselves must always: 
watch what suits the oceasion, as is 
the case with the physician's and the 


ἔχει καὶ τἀγαθά A. On the mean- 
ing of τὸ συμφέρον in morals, ef. Exh, 
in. i, 15, note. 
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“οὐδὲ τὰ ὑγιεινά. τοιούτου δ᾽ ὄντος τοῦ καθόλου λόγο", 
ἔτι μᾶλλον ὁ περὶ τῶν καϑ' ἕκαστα baton’ tes 


Bigs οὔτε γὰρ ὑπὺ τέχνην οὔθ᾽ ὑπὸ παραγγελίαν 
πίπτει, δεῖ δ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἀεὶ τοὺς πράττοι 


ντας τὰ τὸν 


καιρὸν σκοπεῖν, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς ἰατρικῆς ἔχει καὶ τῆς 
5 κυβερνητικῆς. ἀλλὰ καίπερ ὄντος τοιούτου τοῦ παρέντος 


ὁ λόγου πειρατέον βοηθεῖν. πρῶτον οὖν τοῦτο 


θεωρητέον, 


ὅτι τὰ τοιαῦτα πέφυκεν ὑπὸ ἐνδείας καὶ ὑπερβολῆς pbel- 
peobas, (δεῖ γὰρ ὑπὲρ τῶν ἀφανῶν τοῖς φανεροῖς μαρτυ- 
βίοις χρῆσϑαι) ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς ἰσχύος καὶ τῆς ὑγιείας ὁρῶ- 
μεν" τά τε γὰρ ὑπερβάλλοντα γυμνάσια καὶ τὰ ἐλλεί- 
ποντὰ φθείρει τὴν ἰσχύν, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ ποτὰ καὶ τὰ 


τὰ ὑὕγιεινά) Aristotle is fond of the 
analogy between health and morals, 
‘He speaks of health as a relative, not 
on absolute, balance of the bodily 
constitution, cf. HA. x. iii. 3. 
τοιούτου δ᾽ eros τοῦ καθόλου λόγου] 
It seoms an ΟΥ̓ statement of the un- 
certainty and relative character of 
morals, to say that ‘the universal 
theory’ ig devoid of all fixedness. 
_ Rather it seems true to say (1) That 
in some things there is an absolute, 
immutable law of right and wrong. 
ledge, (Cf. Eid. a. vi. 19, 20.) (2) 
‘That in a large class of casos there in 
δ law universal for the conduct of all 
men, but admitting also of modifica- 
tion in relation to the individual, (3) 
‘That there is a aphere of actiona yo 
remaining, indeterminate beforchand, 
entirely depending on relative and 
temporury circumstances for their do- 
termination. Aristotle however may 
say with truth that, on the one hand, 
tho theory of action cannot be reduced 
to universal axioms, like those of 
mathematics ; on the other hand, that 
it is impossible to do what tho casuists 
would attempt, namely, to sottle 
scientifically tho minutic of particular 
actions. 


5 πειρατέον βοηθεῖν] This ix said 
in tho spirit of the Platonic Socrates, 
only the uncertainty which Aristotle 
attributes to morals, Ae, from a diffe- 
rent point of view, attributed to all 
knowledge. 

6 δεῖ γὰρ---χρῆσϑαι] * For in ilus- 
tration of immaterial things we must 
use material analogies.’ This sen- 
teuceis repented in the Magna Moraiia 
(1, ¥. 4) with a context that seems at 
first sight startling, ὅτι δὲ ἡ ἔνδεια καὶ 
ἡ ὑπερβολὴ φθείρει, τοῦτ᾽ ἰδεῖν ἔστιν ἐκ 
τῶν ἠθικῶν. Δεῖ δ' ὑπὲρ τῶν ἀφανῶν 
τοῖς φανεροῖς μαρτυρίοις χρῆσθαι, One 
might almost fancy that the writer 
was quoting the Ethics of Aristotle, 
Spongel, however (Transactions of 
Philos.-Philol. Class of Bavarian Aca- 
domy, m1. 513), remarks that the true 
roading must be not ἐκ τῶν ἠθικῶν, 
but ἐκ τῶν αἰσθήσεων, δο τοῖα 
conjecture by the words of Stobwus, 
who with regard to the Peripatetic 
ethics ways, πρὸς δὲ τὴν ἔνδειξιν τού- 
του τοῖς ἐκ τῶν αἰσθήσεων μαρτυρίοις 
χρῶνται, The writer therefore is 
only borrowing, not quoting, from 
Aristotle, 


ἄσπερ ἐπὶ τῆν ἰσχύο».---ἰσχύν] Taken 
perhaps from Plato, ef, Zraste, p. 134, 
where, to prove that philosophy is not 


[Cuar, 
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σιτία πλείω καὶ ἐλάττω φθείρει + 
δὲ σύμμετρα καὶ ποιεῖ καὶ αὔξει καὶ σώξει. ᾿ 
ἐπὶ σωφροσύνης καὶ ἀνδρείας ἔχει καὶ τῶν ἄλλων peri 
ὅ τε γὰρ πάντα φεύγων καὶ φοβούμενος καὶ μηδὲν ὑπο, 
γων δειλὸς γίνεται, ὅ τε yah: ὅλως ἀγλὰ πρὸς 
πάντα βαδίξων θρασύς. ὑμοίως δὲ καὶ ὁ μὲν πάσης ἡδονῆς 
ἀπολαύων καὶ μηδεμιᾶς ἀπεχόμενος ἀκόλαστος, ὁ δὲ πάσας 
φεύγων, ὥσπερ οἱ ἀγρεΐκοι, ἀναίσθητός τις" φθείρεται 
γὰρ ἡ σωφροσύνη καὶ ἡ ἀνδρεία ὑπὸ τῆς ὑπερβολῆς καὶ τῆς 
ἐλλείψεως, ὑπὸ δὲ τῆς μεσότητος σώζεται. ἀλλ᾽ οὗ ἃ 
μόνον αἱ γενέσεις καὶ αἱ αὐξήσεις καὶ αἱ φθοραὶ ἐκ τῶν αὐ- 
τῶν καὶ ὑπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν γίνονται, ἀλλὰ καὶ αἱ ἐνέργειαι ἐν 
τοῖς αὐτοῖς ἔσονται" καὶ γὰρ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν Φανερω- 
τέρων οὕτως ἔχει, οἷον ἐπὶ τῆς ἰσχύος" γίνεται γὰρ ἐκ 
τοῦ πολλὴν τροφὴν λαμβάνειν καὶ πολλοὺς πόνους ὑπομέ- 
νειν, καὶ μάλιστα δύναται ταῦτα ποιεῖν ὁ ἰσχυρός. οὕτω 9 
δ᾽ ἔχει καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀρετῶν" ἔκ τε γὰρ τοῦ ἀπέχεσθαι 
πῇ ys Petes σώφρονι ες, καὶ γενόμενοι μάλιστα 

εσθαι αὐτῶν. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς ἀν- ] 
ΤΩΝ ahh seks καταφρονεῖν τῶν φοβερῶν καὶ ! 
ὑπομένειν αὐτὰ γινό; ἀνδρεῖοι, καὶ γενόμενοι μάλιστα 
δυνησόμεθα ὑπομένειν τὰ φοβερά, | 


in moderation, To which his opponent 
ngroos (0), ᾿Αλλ᾽ ὁμολογῶ μὴ τὰ πολλὰ 
ἀλλὰ τὰ μέτρια γυμνάσια τὴν ebeglar 
ἐμποιεῖν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις. Τί δὲ τὰ σιτία ; 
τὰ μέτρια ἣ τὰ πολλά; KA. There 
are three points which this chapter 
and the next contribute tentatively to 
the theory of virtuous nections: (1) 
From the analogy of life, health, and 
strength, they must exhibit the law of 


which it was formed ; (3) It is essen- 
tintly concerned with pleasure, and is 
indeed entirely based on a regulation 
of pleasures and pains. 


crease, the destruction of these quali- 
ties arise out of the samo given cir- 
curmstances, and by the same mrans,— 
the exerciso also of the qualities, when 
formed, will be in the same #fhere. 
We see this to be the case with things 
more palpable, as for instance, strength. 
For it nrises out of taking much food 
and enduring much toil, and these 


virtue are to be called virtuoas, see 
below, Chapter IV. 


. 
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τὴν ἡδονὴν τὰ φαῦλα πράττομεν, διὰ δὲ 7 
a ie ἀπεχόμεθα. διὰ δεῖ ἦχθαί πως εὐθὺς ἐν v 
ws ὁ Πλάτων φησίν, ὦστε χαίρειν τε καὶ rv 
δεῖ" ἡ γὰρ ὀρθὴ παιδεία αὕτη ἐστίν. ἔτι δ᾽ εἰ ἢ 
εἶσι περὶ πράξεις καὶ πάθη, παντὶ δὲ πάθει καὶ πάσῃ, 
πράξει ἕπεται ἡδονὴ καὶ λύπη, καὶ διὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἂν εἴη ἡ ἀρετὴ 
περὶ ἡδονὰς καὶ λύπας, μηνύουσι δὲ καὶ αἱ κολάσεις γινό- 4 
μεναι διὰ τούτων " ἰατρεῖαι γάρ τινές εἶσιν, αἱ δὲ ἰατρεῖαι 
διὰ τῶν ἐναντίων πεφύκασι γίνεσθαι. ἔτι, εἷς καὶ πρότερον § 
these motives proves their claim to be | nature of remedios to be the contrary 
the matter of virtue, and the objects | of that which they cura’ ‘This prin~ 
oftho highest science, namely, Politics. | ciple is stated by Hippocrates, Aphor- 


cient to show that they might have | ix. 10. 


viously to Aristotle's analysis of plea- | said, every mental state is essen- 


sure, a4 it appears in Book X. The | tially related to, and concerned with, 
deeper method would have been to | those things by which it is na- 
state the connexion of pleasure with | turally made wore or better; now 
ἐνέργεια, and of ἐνέργεια with moral | our mental states aro corrupted by 
virtue on the one band, and happiness | pleasures and pains, from purtuing 
on the other, and avoiding them, either those which 
2 ὧς ὁ Πλάτων φησίν] The refer- | one ought not, or at the wrong time, 
ence is to Plato, de Legibus, πὶ p. 653 | or in the wrong manner, or what 
A: Λέγω τοίνυν τῶν παίδων παιδικὴν εἶναι | ever other points of the kind are 
πρώτην αἴσθησιν ἡδονὴν καὶ λύπην, καὶ | specified in the definition. Hence it 
é ols ἀρετὴ ψυχῇ καὶ κακία παραγί- | is that people define the virtues to be 


ραγματείαν" 
τ mprecaprigragtire pero ισττ 
πεῖσθαι, - ἔτι δὲ χαλεπώτερον ἡδονῇ μάχεσθαι, ἢ θυμῷ, το 
καθάπερ φησὶν Ἡράκλειτος, περὶ δὲ τὸ χαλεπώτερον ἀεὶ 
καὶ τέχνη γίνεται καὶ ἀρετή" καὶ γὰρ τὸ εὖ βέλτιον ἐν “ 
τούτῳ. ὥστε καὶ διὰ τοῦτο περὶ ἡδονὰς καὶ λύπας πᾶσα 
ἡ j πραγματεία καὶ τῇ ἀριτῇ» καὶ τῇ πολιτικῇ " ἃ μὲν γὰρ 


εὖ τούτοις χρώμενος ἀγαθὸς ἔ ἔσται, ὁ δὲ κακῶς κακός. ὅτι τσ 
μὲν οὖν ἐστὶν ἡ ἀρετὴ περὶ ἡδονὰς καὶ λύπας, καὶ ὅτι ἐξ ὧν 
γίνεται, ὑπὸ τούτων καὶ αὔξεται καὶ φθείρεται μὴ ὡσαύτως 
γινομένων, καὶ ὅτι ἐξ ὧν ἐγένετο, περὶ ταῦτα καὶ ἐνεργεῖ, 
εἰ ΓΝ 


᾿Απορήσειε δ᾽ ἂν τις, πῶς λέγομεν Uri δεῖ τὰ μὲν δίκαια 4 


8 ἔτι δ᾽ ἐκ νηπίου---λύτῃ] " Again, 
it has grown up along with us all 
from our infancy, and this makes it 
hard to rub off a feeling that is in- | cost 
grained into our life. And all of us, | also Ath, Budem. τι, vii. 9, We see 
in a groutor or less degree, make | that 


piemure and pain, σὰς stendand of 


from Plato, Repub. re. p. 429 ν, 
where tho effects of right education 
are compared to a dye, with which 
the mind is to be imbued, so as to 
_resist the detersivo effects of pleasure 
oud pain. 

10 ἔτι δὲ.---Ἡράκλειτον] * Again, 
it is harder to contend with pleasure 
than with anger, which, as Heraclitus 
says, is m hard antagonist.’ The 
saying of Heraclitus is given in full, 
Politica, ν. Xi, 31: 


the comparison of unger with plea~ 
sure is not dus to him, 


IV. 1 ᾿Ατορήσειε δ' ἄν τι] The 


Le 


1γ.- 1 HOIKQN NIKOMAXEION IIL. 


ἀμετακινήτως ἔχων πράττῃ. ταῦτα δὲ πρὸς μὲν ἐν τὸ 
ἄλλας τέχνας ἔχειν οὐ οὐ συναριθμεῖται, πλὴν brian τὸ εἰδέναι" 
πρὸς δὲ τὸ τὰς ἀρετὰς τὸ μὲν εἰδέναι μικρὸν ἢ οὐδὲν ἰσχύει, 
τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα οὐ μιρερὸν, ἀλλὰ τὸ πᾶν δύναται, ἅπερ ἐκ τοῦ, 
πολλάκις πράττειν τὰ δίκαια καὶ σώφρονα περιγίνεται, 
τὰ μὲν οὖν πράγματα δίκαια καὶ σώφρονα λέγεται, ὅταν 4 
ἣ τοιαῦτα οἵα ἂν ὁ δίκαιος ἡ ὁ σώφρων πράξειεν - δίκαιος 
δὲ καὶ σώφρων ἐστὶν οὐχ ὁ ταῦτα πράττων, ἀλλα καὶ ὁ 
οὕτω πράττων wg οἱ δίκαιοι καὶ οἱ cuidpoves πράττουσιν. 
εὖ οὖν λέγεται ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ δίκαια πράττειν ὁ δίκαιος γίνεται 5 
καὶ ἐκ τοῦ τὰ σώφρονα ὁ σώφρων" ἐκ δὲ τοῦ μὴ πράτ- 
τειν ταῦτα οὐδεὶς ἂν οὐδὲ μελλήσειε γενέσθαι ἀγαθός. 
ἀλλ᾽ οἱ πολλοὶ ταῦτα μὲν οὐ πράττουσιν, ἐπὶ δὲ τὸν 6 
λόγον καταφεύγοντες οἴονται φιλοσοφεῖν καὶ οὕτως ἔσε- 
σθαι σπουδαῖοι, ὅμοιόν τι ποιοῦντες τοῖς κάμνουσιν, οἱ τῶν 
ἰατρῶν ἀκούουσι μὲν ἐπιμελῶς, ποιοῦσι δ᾽ οὐδὲν τῶν προσ- 
ταττομένων. ὥσπερ οὖν οὐδ᾽ ἐκεῖνοι εὖ ἔξουσ, τὸ σῶμα 
οὕτω θεραπευόμενοι, οὐδ᾽ οὗτοι τὴν ψυχὴν οὕτω φιλοσο- 
ᾧοῦντες. 

4 Μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα τί ἔστιν ἡ ἀρετὴ σκεπτέον. ἐπεὶ οὖν 5 
τὰ ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ γινόμενα τρία ἐστί, πάθη δυνάμεις ἕξεις, 


good act must be chosen, loved, and 
dono becauso it is beautiful (ὅτι 
καλόν). Aristotle does not analyse 
further than this. 

ἀμετακινήτω:] No point is more 
insisted on in these Αὐλίδα than the 
stability of the moral es, when once 

formed. Cf, τ. x, 10, 1, x. 14, ν᾿ ix. 
14. 

6 ἀλλ' οἱ πολλοὶ---φιλοσοφοῦντε: 
‘But most people, instead of doing 
these things, take refuge in talk about 
thom, and flatter themselves that thoy 
are studying philosophy, and ate in a 
fair way to bocome good men; which 
conduct may be likened to that of 
those sick people who listen atten- 
tively to what their physician says, 
but do not follow a tittle of his pre- 
seriptions. Such a regimen will never 
give health of body, nor such a philo- 


sophy health of mind.’ We often 
hear of ‘the moderniams in Plato” 
The above passage might be called a 
modernism in Aristotle, 


Y. With this chapter commences 
a new division of the Book, in which 
8 formal definition of virtue according 
to substance or gonus, and quality or 
differentia, is given. We find the 
conception of this kind of definition 
already existing in Plato, Cf, Meno, 
&s οὐκ 


οἶδα τί ἐστι͵ πῶν ἂν ὁποῖόν γέ τι εἰδείην; 
Like other parts of logic it was elabo- 
rated and made systomatic by Ari- 
stotle. See Essay If, In the pre- 
sent chapter the τί ἐστιν; of virtue is 
establishod, that it is a és, or formed 
state of mind, This is arrived at 
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ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ πρὸς τἄλλα. πάθη μὲν οὖν οὐκ ε 
αἱ ἀρεταὶ obs" αἱ κακίαι, ὅτι οὐ λεγόμεθα κατὰ τὰ 
σπουδαῖοι ἢ φαῦλοι, κατὰ δὲ, τὰς ἀρετὰς ἢ τὰς κακίας, 
— καὶ ὅτι κατὰ μὲν τὰ πάλη οὔτ᾽ ἐπαινούμεθα 

οὔτε ψεγόμεθα (οὐ γὰρ ἐπαινεῖται ὁ φοβούμενος οὐδὲ ὃ 
Bop thusvas, οὐδὲ ψέγεται ὃ ἁπλῶς ὀργιζόμενος ἀλλ᾽ ὁ 
πῶς), κατὰ δὲ τὰς ἀρετὰς καὶ τὰς κακίας ἐπαινούμεθα ἢ 
ψεγόμεθα. ἔτι ὀργιζόμεθα μὲν καὶ φοβούμεθα ἀπροαιρέ- 4 
τως, ai δ᾽ ἀρεταὶ προαιρέσεις τινὲς ἢ οὐκ ἄνευ προαιρέσεως. 
πρὸς ὃὲ τούτοις κατὰ μὲν τὰ πάθη κινεῖσθαι λεγόμεθα, 
κατὰ δὲ τὰς ἀρετὰς καὶ τὰς κακίας αὐ κινεῖσθαι ἀλλὰ δια- 
κεῖσθαί πως. διὰ ταῦτα δὲ οὐδὲ δυνάμεις εἰσίν" οὔτε γὰρ 
ἀγαθοὶ λεγόμεθα τῷ δύνασθαι πάσχειν ἁπλῶς οὔτε κακοί, 
οὔτ᾽ ἐπαινούμεθα. οὔτε ψεγόμεθα. καὶ ἔτι δυνατοὶ μέν 
ἐσμεν φύσει, ἀγαθοὶ 33 ἡ κακοὶ οὐ γινόμεθα φύσει" εἴπο- 
μεν δὲ περὶ τούτου πρότερον. εἰ οὖν μήτε πάθη εἰσὶν αἱ 6 
ἀρεταὶ μήτε δυνάμεις, λείπεται ἕξεις αὐτὰς εἶναι. 

“O τι μὲν οὖν ἐστὶ τῷ γένει ἡ ἀρετή, εἴρηται " δεῖ δὲ 6 


good one, if we hit the happy medium.’ 
Aristotle contents himself with indi- 
eating what he means by these diffe- 


This is an extromo statement, in op- 
position to the Socratic doctrine that 
virtues were φρονήσεις, οἵ, Eth. vi. 


rent terms, instead of giving anything 
like ἃ scientific definition of them. 
‘Thus he gives epecimens of the feelings 
in which there is no attempt at classi- 
fication, ‘desire’ being « wider term 
than most of the others mentioned, 
‘envy " and‘ emulation * being perhaps 
different modes of the samo feeling, 
&o. The words used are throughout 
informal, τὰ ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ γινόμενα.---οἵτ 
ἕπεται ἡδονὴ -- καϑ' ἂς δυνατοὶ ---καϑ' bs 
παθητικοί. It is ensy to see that 5 
deoper psychology might have stated 
all that is here suid in δ different and 
better way, In his nccount of tas 
there is a play on words which it is 
impossible to render, ἔξειν-τικαϑ' ἂν 
ἔχομεν. Of, the use of πων ἔχων in 
§ 3 of the precoding chapter, 

Α αἱ δ' dperal προσχιρέσεις ruts) 


xiii, 3, Aristotle immediately qualifies 
it. There has been no proof of this 
position as yet. 
διακεῖσθαί wes] This word is very 
common in Plato (as in other Greek), 
Ci. Repub. νυν. 431 9: ἀκόλαστον τὸν 
οὕτω διακείμενον, &e. In the treatise 
on the Categories, which bears Aris- 
totle’s nme, it is made to imply a 
διάθεσις in contradistinetion to ἔχειν, 
which implies a ἕξιν, Cat, viii. 5: of 


VI. Having stated the generic con- 
ception of virtue {τί éevs)—that it 
is « developed state of mind, Aristotle 
now proceeds to determine it more 
exactly (ποίᾳ ris), Ho lays the ground 
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ται καὶ ἀφ᾽ ἧς εὖ τὸ ἑαυτοῦ ἔργον ἀποδώσει, πῶς 
τοῦτ᾽ ἔσται, ἤδη μὲν εἰρήκαμεν, ἔτι δὲ καὶ ὧδ᾽ ἔσται 
pay, ἐὰν ἡεωρήσωμεν ποία τίς ἐστιν ἡ φύτις αὐτῆς. ἐν 
παντὶ δὴ συνεχεῖ καὶ διαιρετῷ ἔστι λαβεν τὸ μὲν πλεῖν 
τὸ δ᾽ ἔλαττον τὸ δ᾽ ἴσον, καὶ ταῦτα ἢ κατ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ 
πρᾶγμα ἣ πρὸς ἡμᾶς " τὸ δ᾽ ἴσον μέσον τι ὑπερβολῆς καὶ 
ἐλλείψεωρ. λέγω δὲ τοῦ μὲν πράγματος ὅν τὸ ἴσον 5 
ἀπέχον ἀφ᾽ é ἑκατέρου τῶν ἄκρων, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἕν καὶ ταὐτὴν 
πᾶσιν, πρὸς ἡμᾶς δὲ ὃ μήτε πλτονάξει μήτε ἐλλείπει. 
τοῦτο δ᾽ οὐχ ἕν, οὐδὲ ταὐτὸν πᾶσιν, οἷον εἰ τὰ δέκα πολλὰ δ 
τὰ δὲ δύο ὀλίγα, τὰ ἐξ μέσα καμβάνουσι κατὰ τὸ πρᾶγμα" 

ἴσω γὰρ ὑπερέχει τε καὶ ὑπερέχεται, τοῦτο δὲ μέσον ἐστὶ 7 
κατὰ τὴν ἀριθμητικὴν ἀναλογίαν. τὸ δὲ πρὸς ἡμᾶς οὐχ 
οὕτω ληπτέον" οὐ γὰρ εἴ τῳ δέκα μναῖ φαγεῖν word δύο, 

δὲ ὀλίγον, ὁ ἀλείπτης ἐξ μνᾶς προστάξει" ἔστι γὰρ ἴσως 


καὶ ἡ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἀρετὴ κιτ.λ.} Ari- 
stotle treats of human virtue as part 
ofa general law by which αὐ natural 
objects fulfil their several functions, 
and each in accordance with its own 
proper excellence. Ho next passes to 
the analogy of the arts, though he 
regards virtue as higher than them, 
and more akin to naturs (ἢ δ᾽ ἀρετὴ 
πάσης: τέχνης ἀκριβεστέρα καὶ ἀμείνων. 
ἐστίν͵ ὥσπερ καὶ ἣ φύσιν.) In the 
present passage we have again τὸ do 
with the conception of the ἔργον of 
man; see above EVA. τ, vii. 14. 

4 τῶ: δὲ τοῦτ᾽ ἔσται, ἤδη μὲν 
εἰρήκαμεν] If any special passage is 
referred to, it must be 1. iv. 3. 

ἐν παντὶ δὴ συνεχεῖ καὶ διαιρετῷ] 
‘ Now jn all quantity both eontinuows 
and disereto,’ Tho torms bere are not 
meant ta go togethor, es if it were, 
‘In all that is continuous, and at the 
same time capable of division τ᾿ but 
the two forms of quantity are referred 
to, about which we read Categories vi. 
1: τοῦ δὲ πόσον τὸ μέν ἔστι διωρισμέ- 
νον, τὸ δὲ συνεχές --“Ἔστι δὲ διωρισ- 
μένον μὲν οἷον ἀριθμὺν καὶ λόγος (a 

VOL. 1. 


word), συνεχὲν δὲ olor γραμμή, ἐπιφά- 
rene aes ene ees 
καὶ τόπος. Cf. Politics 1. v. 3: ye 


ἐκλείπει] * By an objective mean, I 
understand that which is equidistant, 
from the two giver tremes, and 
which is one and the sa.1¢ to all, and 
by & moan relatively to the person 
(πρὸς $uds), 1 understand that which 
is neither too much nf too little.” 
In this, as in many other places of 
Aristotle, we desidorate w formula 
expressive of the opposition betwoon 
the objective und subjective. Not 
that there is a want of cloarness Acre, 
but if ho had possessed the formula, 
he would have applied it here, and 
would by it have solved many an am- 


consists of four terms, ef. Eth. wv. 
iv. 3. Ξ 


PP 


ΜΠ 


καὶ ἔλλειψις καὶ τὸ ae ἡ δ᾽ ἀρετὴ pth all πάθη, 
πράξεις ἐστίν, ἐν οἷς ἡ μὲν ὑπερβοκὴ ἁμαρτάνεται 

ἔλλειψις ψέγεται, τὸ δὲ μέσον ἐπαινεῖται καὶ κα 
ταῦτα δ᾽ ἄμφω τῆς ἀρετῆς, μεσότης τις ἄρα ἐστὶν, 
ἀρετή, στοχαστική γε οὖσα τοῦ μέσου. ἔτι τὸ μὲν ἅμαρ- 
τάνειν πολλαχῶς ἔστιν (τὸ γὰρ κακὴν τοῦ ἀπείρου, ὡς οἱ 
[Πυθαγόρειοι εἴκαζον, τὸ 0 ἀγαθὸν τοῦ πεπεραπμένου), τὸ 
a κατορθοῦν μοναχῶς" διὸ καὶ τὸ μὲν bday τὸ δὲ on 
πόν, ἑᾷδιον μὲν τὸ ἀποτυχεῖν τοῦ σκοποῦ, χαλεπὸν δὲ τὸ 
ἐπιτυχεῖν. καὶ διὰ ταῦτ᾽ οὖν τῆς μὲν κακίας ἡ ὑπερβολὴ 
καὶ ἡὶ ἔλλειψις, τῆς δ᾽ ἀρετῆς ἡ μεσότης " 

ἐσϑλοὶ μὲν γὰρ ἁπλῶς, παντοδαπῶς δὲ κακοί. 


Ἔστιν dpa ἡ ἀρετὴ ἕξις προαιρετική, ἐν μεσότητι 15 
οὗσα τῇ πρὸς ἡμᾶς, ὡρισμένη λόγῳ καὶ ὡς ἂν ὁ Φρήνιμας 
ὁρίσειεν. μεσότης 8 δύο κακιῶν, τῆς μὲν καϑ' ὑπερβολὴν 
τῆς δὲ κατ᾽ ἔλλειψιν" καὶ ἔτι τῷ τὰς μὲν ἐλλείπειν τὰς 16 
δ᾽ ὑπερβάλλειν τοῦ δέοντος ἔν τε τοῖς πάθεσι καὶ ἐν ταῖς 
πράξεσι, τὴν δ᾽ ἀρετὴν τὸ μέσον καὶ εὑρίσκειν καὶ αἱρεῖ- 
σθαι. διὸ κατὰ μὲν τὴν οὐσίαν καὶ τὸν λόγον τὸν τί ἦν 17 
εἶναι λέγοντα μεσότης ἐστὶν ἡ ἀρετή, κατὰ ὃὲ τὸ ἄριστον 


easy to see that Aristotle means by | σύτης, and not the ἕξιν, which is de- | 
his μέσον to establish something more | termined by Adyos. In two places 
than a merely quantitative difference | already, Eth. πὶ iv, 3, aud πὶ, ¥, 4, we jj 
between vice and virtue, have met with the tacit assumption 

14 ἔτι τὸ μὲν ἁμαρτάνειν---μοναχῶν} | that virtue implies mpoalperss, This ᾿ 
‘Again it is possible to err ἔπ many | is justified by the aecount of wpoal- ] 
ways (for evil belongs to the infinite, | peqis, and its relation to action, inthe 
us the Pythogoreans figured, and good | next book. The other terms of the 
tothe finite), but todorightis possible | dofinition have been sufficiently os 
only in one way.’ Soe Essays ΤΊ, and | tablished in the progress of this book. 
IV, The authorship of the verse | The reference to the gpdmpos as an 
ἐσθλοὶ μὲν γὰρ «7A. is unknown. impersonation of the ‘law’ or ‘ stand- 

15. ἔστιν ἄρα --ὁρίσειεν) ‘Virtue, | ard! of reason i# a necessary modifi- 
therefore, is a developed mate of the | cation of what would else be an δῶσ 
moral purpose in rolative bnlance, | tirely relative, individual, and arbi- 
which is determined bya standard, | trary, theory of virtue, The ‘thonght- 
acconling a4 the thoughtful man | fal man’ stands as tho representutive 
would determine.’ Spengel rogards | of the absolute ronson of man mani- 
ὠρισμένη os 4 mere misprint in Bek- | fosted im the individual conscious- 
ker's editions for ὡρισμένῃ, which all | ness. - 
formor editions had, It ix the we | 17 Διὸ κατὰ μὲν τὴν οὐσίαν.--ἀκρότιημ] 

rr2 
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συνειλημμένα μετὰ τῆς φαυλότητος, οἷον ἐπιχο 
ἀναισχυντία φθόνος, καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν πράξεων μοιχεία κλοπὴ, 
ἀνδροφονία " πάντα γὰρ ταῦτα καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ψέγεται 
τῷ αὐτὰ φαῦλα, εἶναι, dan’ οὐχ αἱ ὑπερβολαὶ αὐτῶν οὐδ᾽ 
αἱ ἐλλείψεις. οὐκ ἔστιν οὖν οὐδέποτε περὶ αὐτὰ πατορ- 
βοῦν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀεὶ ἁμαρτάνειν" οὐδ᾽ ἔστι τὸ εὖ ἢ μὴ εὖ περὶ 
τὰ τοιαῦτα ἐν τῷ ἣν δεῖ καὶ ὅτε καὶ εἰς μοιχεύειν, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἁπλῶς τὸ ποιεῖν δεώῶῦν τούτων ἁμαρτάνειν ἐστίν. ὅμοιον 19° 
οὖν τὸ ἀξιοῦν καὶ περὶ τὸ ἀδικεῖν καὶ δειλαίνειν καὶ ἀκολα- 
σταίνειν εἶναι μεσότητα καὶ ὑπερβολὴν καὶ ἔλλειψιν" ἔσται 
γὰρ οὕτω γε ὑπερβολῆς καὶ ἐλλείψεως μεσότης καὶ ὑπερ- 
βολῆς ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις ἐλλείψεως. ὥσπερ δὲ 20 
σωφροσύνης καὶ ἀνδρείας οὐκ ἔστιν ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις 
διὰ τὸ τὸ μέσον εἶναί πως ἄκρον, οὕτως οὐδὲ ἐκείνων μεσό- 
τῆς οὐδὲ ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἄν πράττηται 
ἁμαρτάνεται " ὅλως γὰρ οὔθ' ὑπερβολῆς καὶ ἐλλείψεως 
μεσότης ἐστίν, οὔτε μεσότητος ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις, 
Adi δὲ τοῦτο μὴ μόνον καθόλου λέγεσθαι, ἀλλὰ καὶ 7 


represented by the term Quiddifas in | tion τί ἐστι, which implies a more 

the Scholastic Latin. ‘Tho proterite | superficial and accidental account, : 
ἣν nppears used to express the prior, | 
ie, the deeper and more essential VIL. Aristotle now passes on to 

nature of κι thing. ‘What teas the | the exemplification of his genoral law J 
essence of the thing?’ (i¢, before its | of virtue in the various separate 
present individual manifestation). Cf | virtues. He gives accordingly a list 
Metaphys, vt. vii. 6: “Dore συμβαίνει of virtues, and shows that they are 
τρόπον τινὰ ἐξ ὑγιείας τὴν ὑγίειαν γίνε- | severally mean states botwoun various 
σθαι καὶ τὴν οἰκίαν ἐξ οἰκίας, τῇ: ἄνεν | extromes, This list formes table of 
ἔλης τὴν ἔχουσαν ὅλην.--- Λέγω δὲ οὐσίαν. contents for Books III. and IV. 
ἄνεν ὕλης σὸ τί ἦν εἶναι, It is difficult | which treat of the virtues here men- 
fo say what was the original phrase of | tioned, and in the order here given. 
which the three words are a disjointed | The question arises—upon what prin- 
romnant, Probably itmayhayebeen | ciple is this list formed? We find 
nn follows, τί ἦν ἀνθρώπῳ εἶναι ἀνθρώπῳ, | at once that Aristotle has resorted to 
‘What was that property in man | experience, He has not contented 
which constitutes the conception of | himself with applying his law to the 
his beinga man?’ Elw is used in | previously recognised divisions of 
Aristotle especially to denote the con- | virtue. He has abandoned the old 
ception or inner essence of a thing, | eoumeration of four cardinal virtues, 
ef. Bth, v. i. 20, Wo may observe | given im Plato's Hepwblic, p. 428 (and 
that εἶναι is nover affixed to the ques- | on which most of the reasoving in 


VIL 
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μέρους ἀπκηβινώτεροι + περὶ γὰρ τὰ καί᾿ ἕκαστα αἱ ‘ 


ξεις, δέον δ᾽ ἐπὶ τούτων συμφωνεῖν. ληπτέον ὁ 

ἐκ τῆς διαγραφῆς. περὶ μὲν οὖν φόβους καὶ θάρρη, 
μεσότης " τῶν δ᾽ ὑπερβαλλόντων a μὲν τῇ ἃ 
μος (πολλὰ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀνώνυμα), ὃ δ᾽ ἐν τῷ, 


βάλλων θρασύς, ὁ δὲ τῷ μὲν φοβεῖσθαι ὑπερβάλλων τῷ; . 


ϑαρρεῖν ἐλλείπων δειλός. 


περὶ ἡδονὰς δὲ καὶ λύπας, οὐ 5 


πάσας, ἧττον δὲ καὶ περὶ τὰς λύπας, μεσότης μὲν σωῷρο- 


σύνη, ὑπερβολὴ δὲ ἀκολασία. 
ἡδονὰς οὐ πάνυ γίνονται " διόπερ οὐδ᾽ ὀνόματος 
κασιν οὐδ᾽ οἱ τοιοῦτοι, ἔστωσαν de ἀναίσθητοι. 


ἐλλείποντες δὲ περὶ τὰς 


δόσιν χρημάτων καὶ λῆψιν μεσότης μὲν ἐλευθεριότης, ΠΝ 
βολὴ δὲ καὶ ἔλλειψις ἀσωτία καὶ ἀνελευθερία. ἐναντίως 
δ᾽ ἑαυταῖς ὑπερβάλλουσι καὶ ἐλλείπουσιν " ὁ μὲν 

ἄσωτος ἐν μὲν προέσει ὑπερβάλλει ἐν δὲ λήψει ἐλλείπει, ἃ 


are concerned with particulars, and it 

is necessary that our theories should. 
be borne out when applied to these 

Let us take our instances then from 

the table of the virtues.” 


Plato would have said the universal 
is more real; here, and in Categories 
v. 8, it is said thut the particular is 
more real than the universal, In the 
Politics, τ᾿ xiii. 10, Gorgias is praised 
for enumerating the separate virtues, 
while others contented themselves with 
general definitions, Καϑόλον γὰρ of 
λέγοντες ἐξαπατῶσιν ἑαυτούς, ὅτι τὸ 
εὖ ἔχειν τὴν ψυχὴν ἀρετή, ἢ τὸ ὀρθο- 
πραγεῖν, fj τι τῶν τοιούτων" πολὺ γὰρ 
ἄμεινον Ἀέγουσιν οἱ ἐξαριϑμοῦντεν τὰν 
ἀρετά:͵ ὥσπερ Γοργίαν, τῶν οὕτων 
ὁριζομένων. This is directed against 
the Meno of Plato, where Socrates 
urges that it is absolutely necessary 
to know the law of virtue as a unity, 
instead of regarding it. in its multi- 
farious exhibitions. Aristotle, wishing 
to establish a practical theory of vir- 
tue, returns to the concrete. 


ἐκ τῇς διαγραφῆτ] “γπογραφῆς is tho 
word in the corresponding passage of 
the Eudemian Ethics, τι, iii., where a 
formal table is given, containing four- 
toon virtues with theirrespective pairs 
of extremes. In this place either some 
already existing ‘tablo’ or ‘ scheme” 
of the virtues iy roferred to; or the 
expression may be intended to bo 
merely fanciful, ‘the complete table 
of the virtues’ being ideal. 
It is difficult not to think that the 
present list is tentative, and that the 
one above quoted in the Mheforic con~_ 
taing a summary of its results. 

2 ὁ ply τῇ ἀφυβίᾳ nna] Tt isa 
sign that Aristotle is here only work- 
ing his way to his theory of the mean, 
that he wt fost spenks as if there 
wore excess and defect: of both the 
two opposite principles, bythe balance 
of which virtue is constituted, This 
would make four vices round each 
virtue. But it is obviously more 
simple to speak of each virtue sea 
balance of a positive and a negative 
tendency: which view he afterwards 
adopts, though be retains the present. 


ὙΠ. HOIKQN ΝΙΚΟΜΆΧΕΙΩΝ II. 


σχεδὸν δὲ ἀνωνύμων ὄντων αὐτῶν τὸν μέσον πρᾶον 
τες τὴν μεσότητα π' τὰ ἐν" peg aptaec 
μὲν ὑπερβάλλων ὀργίλος ἔστω, ἡ δὲ κακία ὀργιλότης, ὁ δ᾽ 
ἐλλείπων ἀόργητός Ts, ἡ δ᾽ ἔλλειψις ἀοργησία, εἰσὶ δὲ ττ 
καὶ ἄλλαι τρεῖς μεσότητες, ἔχουσαι μέν τινα ὁμοιότητα 
πρὸς ἀ ἀλλήλας, διαφέρουσαι δ᾽ ἀκλήλων" πᾶσαι μὲν γάρ 
εἶσι περὶ λόγων καὶ πράξεων κοινωνίαν, διαφέρουσι δὲ ὅτι 

ἡ μέν ἐ ἐστι περὶ τἀληθὲς τὸ ἐν αὐτοῖς, αἱ δὲ περὶ τὸ ἡδύ" 
τούτου δὲ τὸ μὲν ἐν παιδιᾷ τὸ δ' ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς κατὰ τὸν 
βίων. ῥητέον οὖν καὶ περὶ τούτων, ἵνα μᾶλλον κατίδωμεν 
ὅτι ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ μεσότης ἐπαινετόν, τὰ δ᾽ ἄκρα οὔτ᾽ ὀρθὰ 
οὔτ᾽ ἐπαινετὰ ἀλλὰ ψεκτά, ἔστι μὲν οὖν καὶ τούτων τὰ 
πλείω ἀνώνυμα, πειρατέον δ᾽, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, 
αὐτοὺς ὀνοματοποιεῖν σαφηνείας ἕνεκεν καὶ τοῦ εὐπαρακο- 
λουθήτου, περὶ μὲν οὖν τὸ ἀληβὲς, ὃ μὲν μέσος. ἀληβής τις 12 
καὶ ἡ μ μεσότης ἀλήδεια λεγέσθω, καὶ δὲ προσποίησις. ἡμὲν ,,. 
ἐπὶ τὸ μεῖζον ἀλαζονεία καὶ ὁ ἔχων αὐτὴν ἀλαζών, ἡ δ᾽ ἐπὶ ,. 
τὸ ἔλαττον εἰρωνεία καὶ εἴ εἴρων. Fk δ τὸ ἠδὺ τὸ μὲν ἐν 13 
παιδιᾷ ὁ ὁ μὲν μέσος εὐτράπελος καὶ ἡ διάθεσις welts ALS 
ἡ ὃ ὑπερβολὴ βωμολοχία καὶ ὑ ἕ ἔχων αὐτὴν. βωμολόχος, 6 Ὁ 
δ᾽ ἐλλείπων ἀγροῖκός τις καὶ ἡ ἕξις ἀγροικία " περὶ δὲ τὸ 
λοιπὸν ἠδὺ τὸ ἐν τῷ βίῳ ὁ μὲν ὡς δεῖ ἡδὺς ὧν Φίλος καὶ ἡ 
μεσότης φιλία, ὁ δ' ὑπερβάλλων, εἰ μὲν οὐδενὸς ἕνερεα, ἄρε- 
σκος, εἰ δ᾽ ὠφελείας τῆς αὑτοῦ, κόλαξ, ὁ δ᾽ ἐλλείπων καὶ 


eT eel 
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11 ῥητέον οὖν.--εὐπωρακολουθήτου) 
* These also must accordingly be dis- 
cussed, in order to show still more 
clearly that in everything the mean is 
praiseworthy, while the extremes are 
neither right nor praiséworthy, but: 
blameable. Now most of these qua- 
lities are without names; but we 
must endeavour, as in other ensos, 
to make names ourselves for the sake 
of clearness and of being easily fol- 
lowed.’ After disenssing ἀλήθεια, the 
author of the Magna Moralia says, 
El μὲν οὖν εἰσὶν αὗται ἀρεταὶ ἢ μὴ 
ἀρεταί, ἄλλος ἄν εἴη λόγοτ' ὅτι δὲ 
μεσότητές εἰσι τῶν εἰρημένων, δῆλον, οἱ 

VOL, I. 


γὰρ κατ᾽ αὐτὰς ζῶντες ἐπαινοῦνται (1, 
xxxiii. 2). 

_ πειρατέον x,7.A.) Aristotle's method 
consists partly in accepting experience 
as shown in common language, ἄγον 
partly in rectifying it, or re-stating it 
from his own point of view; partly 
in finding now expressions for it, so 
8 to discover men's thought to them- 


a peculiar and limited meaning to 
ἀλήθεια and gala His influence 
upon the forms of language of civie 
lised Europe can hardly be overrated, 


QQ 


«μεν γὰρ νεμεσητικὸς λυπε 
τουσιν, ὁ δὲ φθονερὸς ὑπερβ 
ται, ὁ δ᾽ ἐπιχαιρέκακος τὸ 


It is far greater than has ever been 
exercised Ly any one man Leside. 
14—15 Aristotle winds uphis list by 
adding Αἰδώς and Νέμεσις, which he 
does not consider virtues, because 
they are not developed states of mind, 
but he mentions them, because he 
discovers the law of the balance 
(μεσότης), existing even in these 
natural instincts. There is something 
peculiarly Greek in the conjunction of 
these two names. InGreek mythology 
they are personified and seem to re- 
present the natural and almost in- 
destrpctible ideas of justice in the 
human mind. Hesiod speaks of these 
two goddesses as being the last to 
clothe themselves in white raiment 
and to leave the earth. (Works and 
Days, 198.) In the fable which Plato 
puts into the mouth of Protagoras 
these qualities are said to have Leen 
sent down to man as an amelioration 
of hie proviously wretched condition, 
without society or tho political art 
(Plato, Protagoras, p. 322 c, where 


VIL—VIIL] ἨἩΘΙΚΩΝ NIKOMAXEION ΠῚ 
ὥστε καὶ χαίρειν. ἀλλὰ περὶ μὲν τούτων καὶ 
καιρὸς ἔσται" περὶ δὲ δικαιοσύνης, ἐπεὶ οὐχ ἁπλῶς Aye 
ται, μετὰ ταῦτα διελόμενοι περὶ 


μεσότητές εἰσιν" ῥὁμοίως δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν λογικῶν 
Τριῶν 83 διαθέσεων οὐσῶν, δύο μὲν κακιῶν, τῆς 


μεσότητος, πᾶσαι πάσαις ἀντίκεινταί πως" al μὲν γὰρ 
ἄκραι καὶ τῇ μέσῃ καὶ ἀλλήλαις ἐναντίαι εἰσίν, ἡ 88 μέση 
ταῖς ἄκραις" ὥσπερ γὰρ τὸ ἴσον πρὸς μὲν τὸ ἔλαττον 2 


Hn 
i? 


hy Eudemus {π iii. 4), who, in his 
list, writes φθόνος, ἀνώνυμον, νέμεσις, 
Of course tho opposite to φθόνος must. 
be ἀναισθησία τις, Socrates in Xen, 
Memor. 11. ix. 8 defines φθόνος as it 
is here defined. Mdvovs ἔφη φθονεῖν 
τοὺ: ἐπὶ ταῖς τῶν φίλων ebzpatios 
ἀνιωμένου:. Plato does not separate 
envy and malice, cf. Philebus, p, 48 πὶ 
Ὁ φθονῶν γε ἐπὶ κακοῖς Tots τῶν πέλα: 
ἡδόμενος ἀναφανήσεται. Socrates is 
there arguing that φθόνος being 
granted to be ὁ painful feeling, it yet 
constitutes the ehief element in co- 
mody, so that in comedy there is a 
mixture of pain with pleasure. 

τό ἀλλὰ περὶ μὲν robrar—elow) 
*But about these points in the first 
place wo shall have another opportu- 
nity of speaking; in the second place 
about justice, since the term is used 
in more senses than one, wo will 
separately (μετὰ ταῦτα) define it and 
show how the two species of it are 
severally mean states,’ This 
gives accurately enough heforshand 
the order of subjects for Books ΠῚ, 
and IV.; the word ἄλλοθι seems to 
show that hoe has in view the intor- 
ruption of the argument by the dis- 
cussion upon will, at the beginning of 
the Third Book. The separate treat- 


Eudemus, as applied to the δια- 
νοητικαὶ dperal—secondly, because of 
the sense, since Aristotle could not 
possibly say that he meant to show 
bow the intellectual excellences were 
peadryres—thirdly, because of the 
extreme likelihood of an interpolation 
here, 


VIII. A new conception is now 
developed of the relation between a 
virtue and the (xtremes lying on och 
side of it, and that is, the conception 
of ‘contrariety,’ of mutual repulsion 
and exclusiveness between the several 
terms, The extremes are opposed ench 
to the other, and both to the mean, 
This sddition tends yet further to 
raise the moral distinctions from 
being mere distinctions of quantity, 
into being distinctions of kind. With 


mean than tho other, either becauso 
of a greater dissimilarity to virtue in 


ὙΠ] HOIKQN NIKOMAXEION I. 509" 


μὲν οὐχ ἡ θρασύτης ὑπερβολὴ οὖσα, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ Berna Ἰλλενης" + 
ne τῇ δὲ σωφροσύνῃ οὐχ ἡ ἀναισθησία ἔνδεια οὖσα, 
ἡ ἀκολασία ὑπερβολὴ οὖσα. διὰ δύο δ᾽ αἰτίας 7 
τοῦτο συμβαίνει, μίαν μὲν τὴν ἐξ αὐτοῦ τοῦ πράγματας " 
τῷ γὰρ ἐγγύτερον εἶναι καὶ ὁμοιότερον τὸ ἕτερον ἄκρον 
τῷ μέσῳ, οὐ τοῦτο ἀλλὰ τοὐναντίον ἀντιτίθεμεν μᾶλλον, 
εἷον ἐπεὶ ὁ ὁμοιότερον εἶναι δοκεῖ τῇ ἀνδρείᾳ ἡ θρασύτης καὶ 
ἐγγύτερον, ἀνομοιότερον δ᾽ ἡ δειλία, ταύτην μᾶλλον ἀντιτί-. 
θεμεν" τὰ γὰρ ἀπέχοντα πλεῖον τοῦ μέσου ἐναντιώτει 
δοκεῖ εἶναι. μία μὲν οὖν αἰτία αὕτη, ἐξ αὐτοῦ τοῦ ᾿πράγ- 8 
μᾶτος, ἑτέρα δὲ ἐξ ἡμῶν αὐτῶν" πρὸς ἃ yep αὐτοὶ μᾶλ- 
Dov πεφύκαμέν πως, ταῦτα μᾶλλον ἐναντία τῷ μέσῳ dal- 
νεται. οἷον αὐτοὶ μᾶλλον πεφύκαμεν πρὸς τὰς ἡδονάς, διὸ 
εὐκατάφοροί ἐ ἐσμεν μᾶλλον πρὸς ἀκολασίαν ἢ πρὸς κοσμιό- 
τητα. ταῦτ᾽ οὖν μᾶλλον ἐναντία λέγομεν, πρὸς ἃ ἡ 
ἐπίδοσις μᾶλλον γίνεται" καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἡ ἀκολασία ὑπερ- 


βολὴ οὖσα ἐνὰντιωτέρα ἐστὶ τῇ σωφροσύνγ. 


7 διὰ δύο δ' αἰτίαν--- μᾶλλον] ‘Now 
this takes placo from two causes, one 
(external to us) depending on the 
nature of the thing itvelf; for that 
extreme which is nearer to and 
more like the mean, we do not oppose 
τὸ much to the mean, as its contrary.’ 
The first thing, says Aristotle, which 
makes one extreme more repugnant 
to the moan than the other extreme, 
is a difference of kind, Some faults 
are errors ‘ou virtue’s side” and 
while rashness, for instance, is the 
same tendency as courage, only car- 
ried too far, cowantice diffors from it in 
kind, This difference then is one with 
which the agent has nothing to do, 

Α τέρα δὲ.---σωφροσύνη) | A second 
cause dependson ourselves ; for those 
things to which we aro in a way 
more disposed by nature appear more 
repugnant to the mean, As, for in- 
stance, we are in ourselves more cis- 
posed towards pleasures, hence wo aro 
more carried uway in the direction of 


intemperance, than in that of (excos- 
sive) orderliness. Therefore we call 
those things more contrary to the 
mean in which we run to greater 
lengths; See 
is tho excess, seems more 

vaapuacie (tein nae πότοις ς 
Passing over tho false explanation of 
this passage, which pretends to find 
in it the doctrine of human corruption 
—as if Aristotle said that we are by 
natare prone to what is worst, whereas 
he says that ‘what wo are most 
prone to appears to bo the worst,’ 
there are two modes of explanation 
left; one is that of the Paraphrast, 
who renders it, ἐπεὶ γὰρ ὁ πόλεμος 
τῷ σπουδαίῳψ πρὸς τὰ ἄκρα γίνεται͵ τὴν 
μεσότητα ζητοῦντι͵ πρὸς ὃ τῶν ἄκρων 
μείζων ἢ μάχῃ, ἐκεῖνο ἐναντιώτερον τῷ 
μέσῳ δοκεῖ κιτιλ., namely, that there 
is the groatest struggle in nyoiding 
that extreme to which we are prone, 
and therefore it apposrs most opposed 
tothe mean, ‘This iiterpretation is 


1Χ.] ἬΘΙΚΩΝ NIKOMAXEION ΠΤ. 


ἐπαινετὴν καὶ καλόν. διὸ δεῖ τὸν στοχαζόμενον τοῦ 
πρῶτον μὲν ἀποχωρεῖν τοῦ μᾶλλον eth καθάπερ: 
ἡ Καλυψὼ παραινεῖ 
τούτου μὲν καπνοῦ καὶ κύματος ἐκτὸς ἕεργε 
γῆα, 
τῶν γὰρ ἄκρων τὸ μέν ἐστιν ἁμαρτωλότερον, τὸ δ᾽ ἤ: oat | 
ἐπεὶ οὖν τοῦ μέσου τυχεῖν ἄκρως χαλεπόν, κατὰ τὸν δεύτε- 
ρόν dace πλοῦν τὰ ἐλάχιστα ληπτέον τῶν ᾿κακῶν " τοῦτο 
δ᾽ ἔσται μάλιστα τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ὃν λέγομεν. σκο- 
πεῖν δὲ δεῖ πρὸς ἃ καὶ αὐτοὶ εὐκατάφοροί ἐσμεν" ἄλλοι 
γὰρ πρὸς ἄλλα πεφύκαμεν. τοῦτο δ᾽ ἔσται γνώριμον ἐκ 
τῆς ἡδονῆς καὶ τῆς λύπης τῆς γινομένης περὶ ἡμᾶς. εἰς 
τοὐναντίον δ᾽ ἑαυτοὺς ἀφέλκειν δεῖ " πολὺ γὰρ ἀπαγαγάν- 
τες τοῦ ἁμαρτάνειν εἰς τὸ μέσον ἥξομεν, ὅπερ οἱ τὰ 
διεστραμμένα τῶν ξύλων ὀρβοῦντες ποιοῦσιν. ἐν παντὶ δὲ 6 


μάλιστα φυλακτέον τὸ ἡδὺ καὶ τὴν ηδονήν " οὐ yap ἀδέ- 


to become, but to be, good, σπουδαῖον. 
εἶναι, not only γεγέσθαι. See Essay 
Il, p. 95. 

3 καθάπερ καὶ ἡ Καλνψὼ παραινεῖ] 
There 1s a mistake here in which 
Aristotle is followed by the Para- 
phrast. It was Ciree (not Calypso) 
who advised Ulysses (Od. xu. 10o8— 
109), when sailing betwoen Scya and 
Charybdis, to keep nearest to the 
former, as being less dangerous. Two 
of the MSS., with a view of setting 
Aristotle right, substitute Κίρκη for 
the authentic reading. The verse 
hore given Homer puts not into the 
mouth of Circe, but of Ulysses ordering 
his pilot, according to the directions 
he had recvived (Od, καὶ, 219, 220). 

4 κατὰ τὸν δεύτερόν φασι πλοῦν] 
A common Greck proverb, which is 
variously explained. It is sometimes 
aid to mean ‘on the voyage home, if 
not on the voyage out’; but it seems 
yery much better to take the words 
as meaning ‘with oars, if not with 
sails,’ an explanation which is twice 
given by Eustathius; p. 661, ὅ τῶν 


κωπηλατούντων πλοῦ ε΄ δεύτερος λέγεται 
πλοῦς, ὧν πρώτου ὄντος τοῦ πλέειν πρὸ 
ἄνεμον, Alsoin page 1453. Other in- 
stances of the proverb are Politics, 
m1, xiii. 23; Plato, Philebus, p. 19 05 
Phado, 99 0. 

5 εἰς τοὐναντίον---ποιοῦσινἹ * But 
‘we must drag ourselves away in the 
Opposite direction; for by bending 
ourselves a long way back from the 
erroneous extreme, like those who 
straighten crooked pieces of timber, 
we shall at length arrivo at the moan.’ 
The metaphor is borrowed from Plato 
Protag. p. 325 Ὁ, where it is applied to 
education, not, however, in precisely 
the samo sense as hero. Kal ἐὰν μὲν 
ἑκὼν πείθηται' εἰ δὲ μὴ, ὥσπερ ξύλον 
διαστρεφόμενον καὶ καμπτόμενον εὖθύ- 
vourw ἀπειλαῖς καὶ πληγαῖ;, 

6 ἐν παντὶ δὲ --ἁμαρτησόμεθα] «But 
in everything we must especially be 
on our guard against the pleasant and 
pleasure. For we arenot uncorrupted 


ie 


| NOTICES DOES NOT EXEMPT THE 
BORROWER FROM OVERDUE FEES. 


